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ABSTRACT 


Fiscal equalization was the principal aim of the Alberta School 
Foundation Program from 1961 to 1971. The purpose of this study 
was to assess the degree of fiscal equalization achieved under the 
finance program. Two major questions guided the inquiry: (1) Was the 
property tax burden for basic school support evenly distributed among 
ie residents of Alberta in the period studied?; and (2) To what extent 
did equalization in the apportionment of foundation grants to school 
systems occur between 1961 and 1971? 

Equalized property assessments and personal incomes in 1966 and 
1969 were compared for school systems grouped by census division. 
Positive correlations between the two variables were found for the 
rural census divisions, but no sizeable correlations emerged when the 
five major city census divisions were included. It was concluded that 
the basic school tax burden tended to be equalized among rural areas 
under the Alberta Foundation Program for the period studied. A conclu- 
sion regarding disequalization of the school tax burden between city and 
rural areas was not formed because it was thought that the reported per- 
sonal income of city residents could not be compared to that of rural 
residents. 

Equalization in grant apportionment meant, for the purpose of this 
study, a tendency towards equality in foundation payments per weighted 
pupil among school districts. Four sub-problems were contained in this 
portion of the study and the years 1962, 1964, 1966, 1968, 1970 and 1971 
were used in the analysis of each problem. The first sub-problem con- 


cerned the distribution of foundation payments per weighted pupil among 
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typically leptokurtic with a strong clustering about the mean value in 
each year. The tendency was not as pronounced under the transitional 
Foundation Program in 1970 and 1971 as it was under the 1961-1969 
formula. A small number of school systems at the extremes of the dis- 
tributions were examined. Small enrolments and remote location were the 
distinguishing characteristics of these systems. 

For the remaining sub-problems, three techniques for assessing 
equalization in grant apportionment were employed. The univariate mode 
was used with the second sub-problem to compare the variability of 
foundation payments per weighted pupil for each year. The bivariate 
mode was used with the third sub-problem to examine the fiscal neutra- 
lity, or independence of grant revenues and fiscal ability, of the grant 
distributions. In the fourth sub-problem an attempt was made to identify 
factors accounting for differences in grant payments by using a multi- 
variate mode with multiple step-wise regression analysis. 

A trend of decreasing variability in foundation payments per 
weighted pupil was found to exist from 1962 to 1968, and the variability 
increased again in 1970 and 1971 with the revised finance formula. The 
degree of fiscal neutrality in the distribution of foundation grants 
increased from 1962 to 1968 and decreased in 1970 and 1971. The most 
important predictors of differences in foundation payments were the 
adjustment grant in 1962 and 1964, and the teacher grant in 1966 and 
1968. A general conclusion of the study was that, for the majority of 
school districts, equalization of grant revenues occurred under the 
Alberta Foundation Program. 

Several implications for school finance in Alberta were discussed 


and some suggestions for further research were made. 
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CHAPTER I 


PURPOSE OF THE STUDY, THE PROBLEM, AND DEFINITION OF TERMS 


INTRODUCTION 


The Report of the Royal Commission on Education in Alberta 
(Cameron, 1959, 10) noted that there was a general concern over equality 
of opportunity for all youth in the Province. The Commission emphasized 
the importance of school grants for attaining this goal in the following 
terms: 

The Commission has given vigorous support to the 

equalization of educational opportunities for all children - 

through expanded curriculum and access to well-qualified 

teachers. The abilities of school boards to achieve these 

conditions depends upon their tax resources and school grants. 

If a reasonably uniform quality of basic education is to be 

achieved in Alberta, the discrepancies in tax resources must 

be corrected by school grants. Equalization grants are vital 

in equalization of educational opportunity (Cameron, 1959, 275). 

Following the recommendations of the Cameron Commission, the School 
Foundation Program Plan was introduced in Alberta in 1961. The new 
school finance program was proposed to the Legislative Assembly of 
Alberta on behalf of the government by the Minister of Education, the 
Honorable A. O. Aalborg, on February 27th, 1961. He enunciated the 
following principles for the program: 


(1) The main grant should be of an equalization type; 


(2) Its purpose should be to raise local school revenues up to some 
previously defined level; 


(3) The previously defined level, known as a foundation program, 
should be set realistically so that it compares closely to the 
eosts of essential services at Current prices; 


(4) All school units should raise tax funds at a common mill rate 
in order to provide their share of the foundation program; and 
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(5) The balance of the foundation program should be secured by 
grant (Speech to the Legislative Assembly, Feb. 27, 1961). 


Implied in this statement is the notion of "fiscal equalization", 
that is, equalization of grant revenues to school boards relative to 
the costs of essential services. 

The 1961 School Foundation Program Plan onic in effect, with 
some changes in regulations, until 1969. In that year, the Minister's 
Committee on School Finance was formed to examine the grant-in-aid 
scheme and make recommendations for its improvement. The Committee 
emphasized the equalization principle as follows: 

A provincial plan for financing education should have as 
one of its major objectives the achievement of equalization of 


educational opportunity (Minister's Committee on School Finance, 
R9G9ST174) « 


Endorsement of the Report of the Minister's Committee on School 
Finance by government indicated that equalization of education oppor- 
tunity was a continuing aim in financing public elementary and secondary 
schools of the province. 

A revised form of the Foundation Program, based on the Committee's 
proposal, was introduced for the three-year period, 1970 to 1972. 

While the new grant scheme differed from the previous formula in the 
manner of allocating funds to school boards, it was intended to serve 
the ae overall aim - "to provide greater fiscal equalization" 


(Minister's Committee on School Finance, 1972, 22). 


PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 


The purpose of this study is to examine the extent of fiscal 
equalization under the School Foundation Program in Alberta between 
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In order to clarify the intent of the study, it is important to 
distinguish between two possible interpretations of "fiscal equaliza- 
tion". Firstly, fiscal equality may be deemed to occur when the grant 
provided to all school boards is sufficient to cover the financial out- 
lay on essential services. Since the extent of essential services 
required in school systems varies according to the size of the pupil 
population and the nature of programs offered, the grant allocation 
based on essential services as determined by the province could result 
in variations in per pupil grants at the local level. However, the 
equity principle can be regarded as satisfied in that the financial 
requirements for provincially approved programs of all school boards 
are fulfilled. This was the writer's dike giana of the kind of 
fiscal equalization implied by Aalborg's statement of principles for 
the school finance plan (Supra, p.2). 

Secondly, fiscal equality may be defined in terms of some unit of 
need: equalization of grant per pupil, per teacher or per classroom. 

In this study, the "weighted pupil" (Johns and Morphet, 1960, 271) was 

used as the unit of educational need in a school system. The criterion 
of fiscal equalization, for the purpose of this study, was that the same 
dollar amount per weighted pupil be provided to school systems under the 


grant scheme. 


1. Based on an interview with Mr. A. Bredo, Director of Finance, 
Statistics and Legislation, Department of Education, Edmonton, 
Alberta, June 19, 1973. 
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Because the interpretation of fiscal equalization used differed 
from that set out for the Alberta Foundation Program, it was not the aim 
of this study to assess the extent to which policy objectives were 
achieved under the grant plan. Rather, the purpose was to examine the 
impact of the grant in terms of the weighted pupil criterion, and to 
determine the “effects of ‘changes in the grants formula. This study can, 
therefore, be considered as a normative evaluation of the Alberta 
Foundation Program because it was concerned with the operation of the 


grants scheme in relation to an arbitrarily chosen criterion. 


STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 


The general problem considered in this study was to determine the 
extent to which fiscal equalization was achieved under the Alberta 
Foundation Program. PR oreepeers of the problem were examined: 

(1) equalization of the school tax burden, and (2) equalization in the 


apportionment of grant monies. 


Equalization of the Tax Burden 


Equalization of the tax burden implied that school systems were 
required to support education in proportion to their ability to pay. 
A school district's fiscal ability under the Foundation Program in 
Alberta was measured by the equalized valuation of real property, 
residential and commercial buildings, farm land, electric power lines, 
and oil pipelines in the district (Cross, 1971, 10). The annual local 
contribution to the School Foundation Program Fund consisted of the 
revenues derived from a uniform tax levy on equalized property assess- 


ments of school districts. Hence, equalization of the tax burden was 
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assumed to occur because a district's contribution, by which it 
qualified for a common level of foundation funds, was proportional to 
the equalized property valuation in the district. 

However, there is some doubt about the adequacy of property as a 
measure of ability to pay taxes since "the amount of real property held 
by an individual is no longer a reliable indicator of the current wealth 
or income of an individual" (Worth, 1972, 286). Since taxes are paid 
from current income, personal income is frequently considered to be the 
most practical measure of taxpaying ability (Due, 1963; Listokin, 1968). 

A major question in this study was whether equalization of the tax 
burden in terms of the proportion of personal income paid in basic school 
taxes occurred under the Foundation Program. The approach taken was to 
compare the two measures of taxpaying ability, equalized property 


assessments and personal income, in Alberta school systems. 


Equalization in Grant Apportionment 


A central theme in school finance literature since the early 1920's 
was that a comparable dollar amount should be provided to all school 
systems in order to achieve the dual purpose of equalization of educa- 
tional opportunity and equalization of the school tax burden (Harrison 
and McLoone, 1965, 85). Reducing the school board revenues to a common 
measure, such as the number of dollars per pupil, enabled cross- 
Lacie) and longitudinal analysis of school finance systems to be m 
made: different finance programs were compared for a given year, and 
the same finance program was studied for different years. 

Under the Alberta Foundation Program, basic grants were paid to 
school boards on a formula which incorporated cost factors. The 


principal cost factors were pupils by level of schooling, and teachers 
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by level of professional preparation. These factors helped to 
differentiate among school boards on the basis of program needs. 
However, the use of a formula for grant disbursement in Alberta made it 
difficult to study the Foundation Program on a longitudinal basis. The 
cost factors represented partial measures of program needs when a 
unitary measure was required: not only because of the problem of 
determining the net effect of a number of partial grants, but also 
because new cost factors were introduced into the ee in succeeding 
years. In order to provide a criterion by which to assess fiscal 
equalization, the weighted pupil unit was adopted in this study as a 
measure of educational need in pchool districts. 

Grant apportionment was explained in terms of the dollar amount 
per weighted pupil received by school systems under the Foundation 
Program. The first sub-problem asked what the distribution of founda- 
tion payments per weighted pupil was among school boards for each year 
selected. Was the variation in foundation payments per weighted pupil 
large or small for a given year? Following this, a second question was 
concerned with the variability in foundation payment per weighted pupil 
across years. Changes in the foundation formulae, such as the addition 
of a new cost factor or an increased allowance for an existing one, may 
have affected the spread in foundation payments per weighted pupil 
among school boards. Did the variance in the level of foundation grants, 
and with it the degree of fiscal equalization in grant apportionment, 
increase or decrease with the passage of time? 

The next sub-problem dealt with the relationship between fiscal 
ability of school districts and their foundation grants per weighted 


pupil. Because the amount received in some of the grant categories 
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depended on a corresponding degree of local tax effort, it was possible 


that wealthier school boards received proportionately higher grants for 


some aspects of their programs. For example, some boards could have 
hired more highly-qualified teachers than other boards, and would have 
received a larger grant in the teacher eos antithtie account foubid 
boards with higher revenue capacities receive larger grants per weighted 
pupil under the Foundation Program in any of the yéars selected? 
Alternatively, to what extent was grant apportionment independent of the 
taxpaying ability of school districts during the years studied? 

The last sub-problem in the study was to identify some significant 
predictors of variation in foundation payment per weighted pupil. 
Specifically, to what extent did school district size, taxpaying ability, 
local tax effort, operational expenditure per pupii, average teacher 
salary and pupil-teacher ratio, account for differences in foundation 


payment per weighted pupil in each of the selected years? 


Importance of the Study 


The Minister's Committee on School Finance (1969) recommended that 
research be undertaken on the Foundation Program in Alberta that would 
provide further insight into the operation of the formula and contribute 
to its improvement. The present study is one response to that 
suggestion. 

The first part of the study, concerned with the equalization of 
the property tax burden, focussed on equalized property assessments and 
personal income as measures of a school district's ability to support 
education. Particular importance was attached to the relationship 
between these two variables because they were thought to be fundamental 


to the equalization impact of the finance program. This issue was 
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pertinent to recent concern about the incidence of the property tax in 
Alberta, especially with regard to low income groups (Task Force on 
Provincial-Municipal Fiscal Arrangements, 1972, 6). 

The second part of the study, equalization in grant apportionment, 
examined the allocation of foundation funds on a per weighted pupil 
basis. This approach to assessing the past performance of the Foundation 
Program seemed relevant in view of Alberta's adoption of a weighted pupil 
unit for the distribution of the aoe portion of foundation grants in 
1973. One question in this part of the study dealt with the relation- 
ship between the fiscal capacity of a school board and its foundation 
revenues. Did wealthy boards receive relatively more funds than poor 
boards under the finance plan? In this respect, the National Education 
Finance Project study on equalization tendencies of school finance 
programs in the United States suggested that: 

. the avowed purpose of a finance program may not always 
be carried forth by the formula chosen to distribute the funds. 
State equalization or foundation programs, in particular, have 
sometimes been assumed to fiscally equalize among school districts 
when, in fact, little equalization of resources has taken place 
through the use of the formulas (Johns and Alexander, 1971, 173- 
£74) 

Another merit of the study was that in it a concept of fiscal 
equalization was applied which enabled statements to be made about the 
comparative degree of equalization that occurred under the Foundation 
Program in different years. This approach is different from the one 
taken by Hanson (1971) in his review of the Alberta Foundation Program 
inethe 1960!s.<ori thatetakensby Pike: (1971) ,in hisestudy,of.the 1970 
program. Several writers on educational finance (Hickrod, 1971; Johns 


et al.,1971) have stressed the importance of longitudinal assessment of 


school grants programs. The statistical procedures used in the present 
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study allow for longitudinal and cross-sectional analysis of data, and, 
it is hoped, will contribute to methodology in the field of school 


finance. 


DEFINITION OF TERMS 


Foundation Program. A foundation program denotes a type of grant- 
in-aid from a provincial government to the local school boards under 
its jurisdiction in support of a minimal (foundation) level of educa- 
tional services in public elementary and secondary schools. The chief 
characteristics of a foundation program are: 

(1) the cost of a basic program was ascertained by the province; 


(2) a uniform tax rate was set as a compulsory levy on all school 
districts; 


(3) where local revenues were insufficient to meet the cost of the 
basic program, the balance was supplied from provincial funds; 
and ; 

(4) districts willing to provide for expenditures beyond the basic 
level could do so through a supplementary requisition on local 
property. 

School Foundation Program Plan. The major grants-in-aid scheme to 
education in Alberta since 1961 was known as the School Foundation 
Program Plan. 

School Foundation Program Fund. The School Foundation Program 
Fund, instituted in 1961, was comprised of revenues collected through a 
uniform yearly provincial levy on real property and an annual legis- 
lative appropriation from the general revenues of the province. 

School Foundation Program Regulations. The School Foundation 


Program Regulations were struck annually by order-in-council to provide 


for*thetdistribution of funds to school boards from the School 
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Foundation Program Fund. 

Foundation formula. In this study, foundation formula referred to 
the set of grant categories, pupils, teachers and so on, which was used 
as the basis for grant disbursement under the School Foundation Program 
regulations. 

Foundation payment. For the purpose of this study, foundation 
payment referred to the amount of money which was paid to a school 
system in a given year from the School Foundation Program Fund in 
support of the educational program in its schools. Allowances for 
transportation and maintenance of pupils, and for debt servicing were 
not included in the calculation of the foundation payment in the 
present study. 

School system. School system was the term used in this study to 
describe any public school jurisdiction in Alberta, including a county, 
a school division, and a public or separate school district. 

Property. In the context of this study, property means land, 
residential and commercial buildings, power transmission lines and oil 
pipelines. 

Equalized property assessment. Assessment of all real property in 
Alberta was standardized through the province for grant purposes under 
the School Foundation Program Plan and the Alberta Hospitals Act (Cross, 
1971, 10-11). A team of assessors, using extensive guidelines provided 
in a manual, set property values for municipal and school districts. 
The sum of the resulting valuations was known as the equalized property 


assessment of the district. 


Ability to pay. In this study, ability to pay or taxpaying ability 


refers to the capacity of a school system to raise property taxes for 
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school support. The principle of ability to pay is an "almost 
universally" accepted standard of equity (fairness) in distribution of 
they tax burden (Due,.1963, 165), According tosthis.principle,,as itis 
applied in the study, school systems with greater ability to pay should 
raise more taxes for education than those with fewer fiscal resources. 

Supplementary requisition. School jurisdictions wishing to provide 
services in excess of the minimum program could set an additional mill 
tate Lor their districts over the uniform provincial levy; additional 
revenue thus acquired was called the supplementary requisition. 

Tax effort. The tax effort of school system, in the present study, 
represented the degree to which the electorate in the district were 
willing to tax themselves for education expenditures beyond the founda- 
tion level. 

system size. In the present study, size of school system referred 
to the total number of pupils to be educated. Indian pupils were 
included in the pupil enrolment figure used as the measure of school 
system size. 

Eligible enrolment. The eligible enrolment of a school system was 
the number of pupils for whom the school board was entitles to receive 
financial support from the School Foundation Program Fund. The children 
of Indians and Department of National Defense personnel were not 
included in the eligible pupil count. 

Weighted pupil units. The weighted pupil unit was a means of 
expressing a system's enrolment at all levels of schooling, elementary, 
junior high and senior high school, as an equivalent number of elementary 
pupils. For example, the weighted pupil count for a school district was 


found by summing the following: 
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Number of elementary students 

+ (number of junior high students x a) 

+ (number of senior high students x b) 
where a and b were the-program cost ratios applicable to the eligible 
enrolment in the finance formula. 

Census division. For the purpose of taking census in Canada, 
every province is divided into a number of geographic enumeration units, 
each of which is called a census division. 

Personal income. Personal income, in this study, denotes the 
amount of money available to taxpayers for consumption or investment 
before payment of income taxes. 

Operational expenditures. This is the amount of money school 
systems spend on the operation of schools, and does not include, for 
the purpose of this study, transportation, pupil maintenance and debt 
servicing costs. 

Average teacher salary. The quotient of instructional salaries 
and expenses, as recorded in the Department of Education Annual Report, 
divided by the number of teachers, is designated as the average teacher 
salary in a school system for the purpose of this study. 

Pupil-teacher ratios “ihesquotient sof total enrolment divided py 
the number of teachers is used to describe the pupil-teacher ratio in a 


school system for the purpose of this study. 


THE RESEARCH SUB-PROBLEMS 


The major problems of the study were recast in the following 


researchable questions: 
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Equalization of the Tax Burden 


What was the relationship between equalized property assessments 
per capita and personal income per capita in the school systems of 
Alberta during the period under study? 


Equalization in Grant Apportionment 


1. What was the distribution of foundation payments per weighted 
pupil among Alberta school systems in the years selected for 
this study? 


2. What was the relative variation in foundation payments per 
weighted pupil in these years? 


3. Did the wealthier school systems receive relatively larger 
grants per weighted pupil? 

4, To what extent did school district size, taxpaying ability, 
local tax effort, operational expenditure per pupil, average 
teacher salary and pupil-teacher ratio, account for differences 


in foundation payments per weighted pupil among school systems 
in the years selected? 


ASSUMPTIONS 


In a normative study, a: eee set of events is held in contrast to 
an alternative possibility, an assumption is sometimes made about the 
desirability of the criterion. Two preferred positions were postulated 
in this study. First, it was assumed, with support from the literature, 
that personal income represented a better measure of taxpaying ability 
than did real property valuation. Second, the weighted pupil unit was 
taken as the basis for measuring educational need in a school district. 
This assumption was based on the necessity for a unitary measure of 
educational need in the study in order to allow longitudinal analyses 
to be made. 

The adoption of a weighted pupil system of distributing grants for 


instructional purposes under the 1973 Foundation Program in Alberta 
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provided further justification for this choice. 

A selection of years was made in the study to examine the Founda- 
tion Program from its inception in 1961 to the end of 1971. An 
assumption was made that the years chosen were sufficient for a longi- 
tudinal analysis of the finance plan, and that similar conclusions would 
have been reached if all the years were studied. 

On a more specific level, an assumption was made in the derivation 
of two variables, foundation payment and operational expenditure. 

These amounts referred to revenues and expenditures on the school 
program only and did not include pupil transportation and debt servicing. 
Therefore, to obtain the figure for foundation payment to a school 
district, the costs of pupil transportation and debt servicing were 
subtracted from the total amount paid to the district from the 
Foundation Program Fund in a given year. This procedure was thought 
appropriate since over ninety percent of transportation costs and all 
legitimate debt charges were reimbursed from the Fund. In a similar 
way, operational expenditure for a district was obtained by subtracting 
pupil transportation and debt servicing costs from the total expenditure 
on current account in a given year. The assumption was that the 
residual fraction of the cost of transporting pupils would not 
appreciably lower the level of foundation payments or operational 
expenditures in any one school district relative to the other districts. 
The following consideration was used to support this contention. 

Hanson (1971, 18) found that pupil transportation and maintenance 
accounted for 8.5 percent of total current expenditures in all school 
districts in 1961, and 6.4 percent of total current expenditures in 


1969. Ten percent of pupil transportation and maintenance cost 
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represented 0.85 percent of total current expenditures in 1961 and 0.64 
percent of total current expenditures in 1969. The error, due to a 
maximum of ten percent of pupil transportation costs, which was not 
reimbursed from the Foundation Program Fund, in the derivation of 
foundation payment per weighted pupil or operational expenditure per 


pupil was likely to be quite small. 


LIMITATIONS 


A major limitation on this study was that it was a case study of a 
particular school finance system during a discreet period of time. The 
trends in school finance under the Alberta Foundation Program could not 
be taken to show what occurred in other provinces of Canada. However, 
the findings of this study have implications for school finance in the 
other provinces to the extent that similarities exist in the provincial- 
local partnership for school support. 

An attempt was made in this study to measure the extent of fiscal 
equalization under the Alberta Foundation Program using the weighted 
pupil criterion. This interpretation of fiscal equalization may not have 
been the one implied by government policy. Also, the Foundation Program 
was only one of a number of government policies in the field of public 
education. Other policies governed such things as the re-organization 
of school jurisdictions and teacher education. Consequently, this study 
was not conceived as a critical assessment of the Foundation Program as 
an instrument of policy. Rather, it was the application of a normative 
criterion for the purpose of examining the impact of the school finance 


plan in different kinds of school districts. 
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A further limitation was associated with the use of school dis- 
tricts grouped by census division, rather than single school districts, 
in examining the incidence of the property tax burden. This comparison 
of groups took no account of inter-district inequities within a census 


division that may have been present. 


DELIMITATIONS 


This study was delimited to a selection of years from the period 
1961 to 1971. In examining the property tax burden, the years 1966 and 
1969 were chosen. No year previous to 1966 was chosen because major 
boundary changes in the census divisions came into effect during that 
year (Alberta Department of Industry and Tourism, 1970). The year 1966 
was chosen because it was a census year, and 1969 was chosen because, 
at the time of the study, it was the latest year for which income data 
were available. 

Another delimitation applied to the population in the study. Only 
counties, school divisions and public and separate school districts were 
considered because these alone were funded through the Foundation 
Program. Other administrative units under the Department of National 
Defense and the Department of Indian Affairs, and private school, were 
not included. 

The study involved revenue to school boards from the Foundation 
Program only. Behar special purpose grants, which accounted for about 
six percent of the eal revenue of school districts every year, were 
not taken into account. Nor were all foundation grants included in the 
analysis. Pupil transportation and maintenance costs, and debt charges 


were deducted from total foundation revenue of school districts because 
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these amounts reflected specific local circumstances. The study was 
delimited to operational costs of school programs on the understanding 
that education begins at the school door. 

References to property taxes in the present study are delimited to 
those property taxes used for school purposes only. No consideration 
is given to property taxes used for other purposes. While it is 
recognized that the school portion of the property tax may be influenced 
by the portion used for municipal purposes, this influence was con- 


sidered to be exogenous to the study. 


ORGANIZATION OF THE THESIS 


The purpose of the study and a statement of the problems is 
contained in this, the first chapter. Chapter II is devoted to a 
review of literature related to the issues being studied. Chapter III 
is a description of the research methods employed in the study. The 
results of the data analysis are presented in Chapter IV. A summary of 
findings and implications for school finance is given in the final 


chapter. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 


This chapter contains a review of pertinent literature and is 


organized in terms of the major problems introduced in Chapter I. 


EQUALIZATION OF THE TAX BURDEN 


When Cubberley (1905) first directed attention to the equali- 
zation principle in school finance at the beginning of the present 
century, he was concerned with equalization of the school tax burden 
(Johns and Morphet, 1960, 264-265). In order to devise a revenue 
system based on ability to pay, Strayer and Haig, originators of the 
foundation program concept, proposed the following: 

(1) the cost of a minimum program is determined by the state; 


(2) the tax rate required to fund the program in the richest 
district is ascertained; 


(3)ee this tax nateyisesetsas a compulsory;levyion alledistnicts; 
and 


(4) the balance required to fund the program in all but the 
richest district is supplied from state revenues (Mort, 
Reusser and Polley, 1960, 204). 

The Strayer-Haig proposal envisaged local collection of taxes on 
the uniform levy because of the difficulty of centralizing the admini- 
stration of school funds without adversely affecting local control 
(Johns and Morphet, 1960, 265). However, there were two weaknesses to 
the plan. First, because of differences in assessment practices among 
districts, the validity of property valuation as a measure of ability 


to pay was questionable. Second, it was pointed out by H. Thomas James 


(Johns and Morphet, 1968, 281) that a substantial amount of property 
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was not carrying its fair share of the burden for school support because 
some wealthy districts, who could finance their programs without founda- 
tion funds, were not required to levy taxes at the mandatory rate. 

James advocated that a standard assessment procedure should be used in 
all districts to improve the measure of fiscal ability, and that the 
state should act as a central collection and redistribution agent for 
foundation program monies (Johns and Morphet, 1968, 281). The latter 
proposal, in effect, converts local revenue into state funds and allows 
for the reallocation of excess funds from wealthy to poor districts. 

The scheme has been labelled the "Robin Hood" equalization program and 
was reckoned to be politically infeasible (Listokin, 1972, 57): it was 
not introduced in any of the states (Johns and Morphet, 1968, 281). 
However, Alberta instituted central collection and redistribution of 

tax revenues with the Foundation Program in 1961. 

Equalization of property valuations was a long-time concern in 
Alberta. Assessment authorities had been performing equalizations for 
almost forty years to ensure some degree of tax equity in enlarged 
school and hospital districts (Brown, 1970, 20-23). Manuals were 
developed, and construction methods and retail market values of property 
were under continuous review. Since 1961, attention to assessment 
procedures became more important because of the new Foundation Program. 
According to the Alberta Assessment Equalization Board, the primary 
purpose of equalized assessments was to provide an equitable basis on 
which municipalities contributed to the School Foundation Program Fund 
(Grosspal97lenl 0). 

Recently, some doubt was expressed about the adequacy of equalized 


property assessment as a measure of local fiscal ability (Worthy, 1Ov2. 
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293). The Minister's Committee on School Finance expressed the view 


that; 

- . . funds to support the foundation fund should be derived 
from tax sources that bear an equitable relationship to the 
sources of income of the citizens of the province. While at one 
time real property holdings might have been a valid measure of 
the ability to pay of the citizenry in general, today this is no 
longer the case (Minister's Committee on School Finance, 1972, 


33) 

The above generalization may have been too broad. Atherton, 
Hanson and Berlando (1969, 37) suggested that a distinction be made 
between urban and rural property assessments. In urban areas, where 
the ownership of land was more a matter of consumption that investment, 
the value of property could not be considered as a true reflection of 
the income earning capacity of residents. In rural areas, on the other 
hand, the ownership of land was still a form of investment and, as such, 
was still a good indicator of income potential. The Minister's 
Committee on School Finance concluded that differentials in assessment 
between urban and farm lands had partially offset the impact of the 
uniform levy in equalization of the school tax burden (Minister's 
Committee on School Finance, 1969, 34). 

The argument over which measure of taxpaying ability to adopt, that 
based on property values or that based on personal income, is redundant | 
if these are highly correlated. But several studies (James, Thomas and 
Dyck, 1963, 7-8; Hickrod and Sabulao, 1969, 40-41; Johns and Alexander, 
1971, 90) found no relationship between the two measures of ability. 
Frequently a condition of high income areas with low Seen assess- 
ments was identified. This condition revealed the existence of tax 
havens where more revenue would have been made available for education 


if personal income was used as the measure of ability to support schools. 
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EQUALIZATION IN GRANT APPORTIONMENT 


Measurement of Equalization 


School finance studies since the early 1920's were concerned with 
the equalization impact of grants-in-aid programs (Harrison and McLoone, 
1965), yet little agreement was reached on how to measure equalization 
(Johns and Salmon, 1971). Hickrod (1972, 23) suggested that the 
measurement of equalization could be classified under either the 
univariate mode or the bivariate mode. 

In the univariate mode, variations among school districts on a 
single variable are studied. Variations can be measured in terms of 
expenditure per pupil, fiscal capacity, or grant revenues per pupil 
among school districts, depending on the question under study. Both the 
mean (Hickrod and Chaudhari, 1973) or the median (Harrison and McLoone, 
1965) have been used as measures of central tendency. A change toward 
equalization in the univariate mode results in a reduction in variation 
from the mean or median. Where relative variation at different points 
in time has been of concern, a descriptive statistic, the coefficient 
of variation, has been used (James, 1961). A diminishing relative 
variation has been interpreted as a trend towards homogeneity among 
school districts on the particular variable chosen (Hickrod and 
Chaudhari, 1973). 

Equalization in the bivariate mode is concerned with the relation- 
ships between two variables, particularly expenditure per pupil in 
school districts and property valuations per pupil. The question asked 
is whether expenditure is related to fiscal ability. The concept of 
equalization applicable to this approach derives from the principle of 


fiscal neutrality. Disequalization increases as the distribution of 
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revenues or expenditures departs from a position of fiscal neutrality. 
Fiscal neutrality, as interpreted by recent court decisions related to 
school finance in the United States, means that school district 
expenditure should not be a function of wealth other than the wealth of 
the state (Saturday Review, November 20, 1971). In Alberta, the 
principle of fiscal neutrality can be applied to the relationship between 
foundation grants and the fiscal abilities of school boards since under 
the Foundation Program all boards were entitled to "the same basic level 
of support regardless of their revenue capacities" (Aalborg, 1961). 

To measure the deviation of revenues from a condition of fiscal 
neutrality, Hickrod (1972, 26) advocates the use of the gini coefficient 
or "index of concentration". An increase in the gini coefficient from 
one year to the next indicates a greater departure from fiscal neutrality 
and an increase in disequalization. The gini coefficients are purely 
relative, one to the other, and can be used only in comparing the 
distribution of funds in different years or different distributions in 
the same year. Several studies (Harrison and McLoone, 1963; Wilensky, 
1970; Hickrod and Chaudhari, 1973) have made use of this descriptive 
Statistice 

An extension of the typology to the multivariate mode was a 
particular departure taken in this study. Previous studies of equaliza- 
tion tendencies of school finance programs were limited to identifying 
whether or not equalization occurred. Further enquiry into the possible 
reasons of disequalization and to what extent it may have been justified 
was rare. Miner (1963) pointed out that a school district's ability to 
support education was only one of a number of factors that could account 


for differences in expenditure per pupil among districts. Miner held 
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that a multivariate approach was necessary to assess the relationship 
between expenditure and ability in order to take account of other social 
and economic factors related to school spending. In this study the 
multiple regression analysis was used to determine whether school 
district ability, among other factors, was a significant predictor of 
differences in foundation payment per weighted pupil. 

Six factors were chosen in this study in an attempt to explain why 
differences in foundation payment per weighted pupil occurred in each of 
the selected years. These were: (1) size of school system, (2) fiscal 
ability of school system, (3) tax effort made by school system, (4) 
operational expenditure per pupil for school system, (5) average teacher 
salary in school system, and (6) the pupil-teacher ratio in school 
system. 

In this study the size of a school system was defined in terms of 
the total number of pupils to be educated. The bigger school systems 
have a greater degree of freedom to allocate financial resources in such 
a way as to maximize foundation payment per weighted pupil. For example, 
the marginal increase in per pupil expenditure required to hire a full- 
time school librarian is, ceteris paribus, inversely proportional to the 
size of a system. Since an additional allowance was made for a 
librarian under the Foundation Program regulations, a school district 
could sacrifice some aspect of the educational program in order to hire 
a librarian and qualify for higher foundation payments per weighted 
pupil. Presumably, this sort of adjustment would be easier to make in 
the bigger school systems. Some evidence that this may have occurred 
was provided by Holdaway (1971, 32) who found that larger school systems 


in Western Canada tended to have a higher proportion of staff in 
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supervisory and pupil-oriented support positions. 

The fiscal ability of a school district was defined in this study 
as the equalized assessment per pupil in the district. Most studies of 
fiscal capacity and tax effort of school districts have used property 
assessment per pupil as the criterion of fiscal capacity and the 
property tax rate as the criterion of fiscal effort (Johns and Alexander, 
1971, 83). Differences in foundation payments per weighted pupil may 
Wee come about if wealthier school systems were better able to make use 
of the provisions in the grant formula to qualify for a higher level of 
funding than districts of less fiscal capacity. For instance, a wealthy 
district could have maintained a low pupil-teacher ratio and obtained a 
bigger foundation payment per weighted pupil on account of the teacher 
allowances in the formula. Coons, Clune and Sugarman (1970, 97-124) 
discussed the problem at length noting that some foundation programs 
were de facto disequalizing. They came to the conclusion that some 
distribution formulae were "flawed" in favour of wealthy districts to 
accommodate the political compromises preceding the passage of equali- 
zation legislation. 

Tax effort, for the purpose of this study, was defined as the 
supplementary requisition mill rate in a district. When the revenues 
from the Foundation Program Fund were insufficient to finance the 
educational service, a school board could raise the balance of its 
requirements by an additional levy on local property, the supplementary 
requisition. Hanson (1971) found that between 1961 and 1969, there was 
a steady increase in the proportion of total school board revenues 
derived from supplementary requisitions. School Foundation Program Fund 


revenues accounted for 91.2% of total operating revenues in 1961 but 
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were down to 77.2% in 1969. At the same time, supplementary requisi- 
tions increased from 5.4% in 1961 to 16.9% of total revenues in 1969. 
This general increase in local tax effort may have contributed to 
differences jin  (oundation erante in that wealthier school districts 
were able to take advantage of the cost factors in the formula to an 
increasing extent. In their evaluation of the 1961-69 Foundation 
Program, the Minister's Committee on School Finance made the point: 
While the supplementary requisitions remained low, fiscal 

equalization was generally attained. As supplementary mill 

rates increased, equalization was less prevalent (Minister's 

Committee on School Finance, 1969, 34). 

However, it was not always possible for boards with high fiscal 
ability toefire highly qualified teachers in orden to receive more 
foundation revenue per weighted pupil. The Department of Education 
Annual Reports indicate that there was a shortage of qualified teachers 
in Alberta between 1961 and 1969. Two comments in this regard were: 

A number of superintendents reported that the shortage of 

qualified teachers led to the placement in their system of a 

greater number of ex-teachers than ever before and that many of 

these required extensions of letter of authority and teaching 
privileges (Annual Report 1966, 15); and 

Although a number of superintendents reported that complete 
staffs were available for the opening of school, many reported 
that considerable difficulty was experienced in securing an 

adequate supply of qualified teachers (Annual Report 1968, 21). 

These comments illustrated a condition in teacher supply which 
would have decreased the possibility of the teacher category being a 
disequalizing element in the formula. 

Operational expenditure per pupil indicated the level of spending 
for the educational program of a school district and did not include 


pupil transportation costs and debt charges. This variable was entered 


into the regression analysis to discover whether there was any corres-— 
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pondence between foundation payments and program expenditures. Ina 
review of studies on local demand for education, Hickrod (1971, 35-49) 
found wealth variables to be the most consistent determinants of school 
spending. State aid was an important predictor in some studies but not 
in others. Hickrod concluded that grant revenue had at best a weak 
influence on local expenditure decisions. 

The last two factors in the regression analysis, average teacher 
salary and pupil-teacher ratio, may also have contributed to variation 
in foundation payments per weighted pupil among school systems. A 
school board could have qualified for a high level of foundation payment 
by employing teachers with more years of professional preparation, and 
increasing the average teacher salary for the district; or by simply 
hiring an extra teacher and reducing the pupil-teacher ratio in the 


district. 


The School Foundation Program Regulations 


An abbreviated version of the Foundation Program formula is in- 
cluded in this section: the actual grant regulations were more detailed. 
By simplifying the description, it was hoped that the underlying pattern 
of the formula would become clear. The purpose of the analysis was to 
arrive at some tentative conclusions on how the formula might have 
resulted in differences in foundation payment per weighted pupil. 

The Foundation Program formula for the years 1961 through 1969 is 
given in Table I. Overall, the following seven grant classifications 
were used in the formula: 

Part A - Instruction: (1) pupils, (2) teachers, and from 1964 


onward (3) supervisors (including guidance counsellors 
and librarians), (4) intern-teachers, and (5) vocational 


classes; 
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Part B - Maintenance of School Plant: discontinued after 1961; 

Part C - Instructional Aids and Materials: discontinued after 1961; 

Part D - Transportation and Maintenance of Pupils: (1) non-city 
(school divisions, counties and non-urban districts), and 
(2) city transportation categories, and (3) pupil boarding 


allowances (discontinued after 1963); 


Part H - Administration: Calculated as a proportion of the sum of 
A, B, C, and D in 1961, and on A and D in subsequent years; 


Part F - Debt Servicing: debenture payments and short-term capital 
hoeanss mand 


Part G - Adjustment: used in 1962, 1963 and 1964 only to ensure that 
the per pupil grant in these years did not fall below the 
1961 level. 

The number of classifications remained fairly constant after 1961 
when grants for school maintenance and instructional aids were discon- 
tinued. An adjustment allowance was included in the formula for 1962, 
1963 and 1964. Modifications were made to the formula by increasing the 
unit grant in the different categories, and by the addition of further 
categories, supervisor-specialist, intern teacher, and vocational classes, 
in 1964. 

Under tne Instruction classification, Part A. of the formula, the 
allowance per pupil varied for elementary, junior high and senior high 
pupiisearters 1 96legethe figures ing brackets’ denote the cost ratios in the 
per pupil grant relative to the elementary pupil allowance. Differences 
in foundation payment per weighted pupil among districts arising from 
differential allocation per pupil were not anticipated in this study 
since the cost ratios in the formula were used to arrive at the weighted 
pupil count for each school district. 

The teacher grant, under Instruction, varied by the number of years 


of professional preparation. No change was made in the allowance scale 


during the first three years of the Foundation Program. In 1964, the 
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scale was somewhat reduced for all qualification levels and the 
reduction was greatest for teachers with two years of training or less. 
The grant was increased again at all points of the scale in 1965, 1966 
and 1967; and thereafter, it remained unchanged through 1969. This part 
of the grant formula constituted an incentive for school boards to hire 
more highly trained staff and was designed to encourage teachers to 
upgrade their qualifications. Differences in foundation payments per 
weighted pupil among districts could have resulted from the use of this 
grant category. Migration of the more qualified teachers to the cities 
would have resulted in higher grants per weighted pupil to the city 
districts. Hanson (1971, 39) found a marked trend towards an increase in 
the level of qualifications of teachers in the city districts in contrast 
to the non-city districts, under the Alberta Foundation Program. The 
Alberta Department of Education made the following comment: 
Other serious problems which were reported by some 

superintendents were - the difficulties in retaining competent 

and experienced principals and high school teachers in the 

rural and small urban centres when so many of them are attracted 

to teaching positions in the major cities (Annual Report 1961, 

BD) 

The other categories under Instruction, supervisors, intern-teachers 
and vocational classes, provided for payment on a flat grant basis. If 
larger school systems were able to organize shop facilities or hire 
additional specialists and practising teachers more readily than smaller 
systems could, then a further disequalization in foundation payment per 
weighted pupil may have occurred. Evidence that large school systems in 
Alberta during the 1971-72 school year had a higher proportion of super- 
visors and specialists on staff than smaller systems was provided by 
Blowers (1972, 188). 


In the two classifications, Part B and Part C, funds were paid for 
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school maintenance and instructional supplies on a per teacher basis for 
1961 only. Some inequalities may have arisen from this arrangement due 
to differences in pupil-teacher ratios. However, 1961 was not one of the 
years chosen in this study. 

Grants under Part D, non-city and city transportation costs and pupil 
boarding allowances, reimbursed school boards to a minimum of 90 percent 
of actual expenditures on pupil transportation and maintenance. These 
allowances were not included in the foundation payment to districts in 
this study. | 

Disbursements for administration, Part E, were set as a proportion 
of total grants paid in the preceding classifications. To the extent 
that other parts of the formula gave rise to differences in foundation 
grants per weighted pupil among districts, the administration allowance 
contributed also; but, due to the small dividend involved, to a minor 
degree. 

The total cost of borrowing for debenture funding and short term 
capital loans, considered to be eligible debt under The School Act, was 
paid to school boards under Part F. Grants for debt servicing were not 
included in the foundation payment for the purposes of this study. 

An adjustment allowance, Part G, was paid to school boards in 1962, 
1963 and 1964. This arrangement was the continuation of a previous grant 
brought under the Foundation Program formula. In 1961, over 2% million 
dollars in contingency grants, which were not a part of the Foundation 
Program Fund but were contributed from the general revenues of the 
Province, was distributed to certain school districts in order to 
facilitate the introduction of the new finance scheme. The status of 


these contingency grants was explained in a report to the Alberta School 
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Trustees' Association by the Department of Education (The Alberta School 


Trustee, 1961, July-August, 4-5). Their purpose was to enable boards to 
maintain a 1960 level of expenditure without increasing the millage of 
the local tax levy. This classification may have contributed to 
differences in foundation payments per weighted pupil in 1962 and 1964, 
with the high expenditure districts receiving a relatively higher level 
Orserant. 

The formula in effect for the three years 1970 to 1972 is shown in 
Tabie, ll. Except. for Instruction, Part,A, ,classifications were the same 
as those given in the previous apie The new basis for distributing 
funds under the Instruction classification was the major innovation in 
this form of the Foundation Program. Instruction grants were paid in 
two categories, classroom units (CRU's) and support staff. Cost 
differentials for different levels of schooling were applied to the CRU 
grant. A CRU was defined as twenty-six pupils, and a half-CRU as 
thirteen pupils. All eligible pupils of a district, whatever its size, 
were counted and the total was divided by twenty-six to arrive at the 
number of units of grant entitlement. If the remainder in this calcula- 
tion exceeded thirteen, a further half-unit was allowed; but, no money 
was received for a remainder of less than thirteen. This procedure was 
known as truncation, and it may have been a source of differences in 
foundation payment per weighted pupil among school districts since the 
loss of revenue for the residual number of students was marginally 
greater for the smaller districts. 

The second category under Instruction, namely support staff, 
allowed seven personnel per thousand pupils for grades one to nine, and 


eight per thousand in the high school. Support staff grants, unlike the 
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teacher grants in the 1961-1969 formula, were not tied to teacher 
qualifications but to the number of students in a school district. To 
qualify for a support staff allowance, a school district had to have 143 
pupils in grades one to nine or 125 students in grades ten to twelve. 
Differences in foundation payments per weighted pupil among school 
districts would have arisen because truncation was in effect. In 
addition, the larger allowance for high school support staff would have 
resulted in larger foundation payments per weighted pupil to school 
districts with a higher proportion of its student population in the 
high school grades. 

The other grant classifications, Part B, C and D, remained sub- 


stantially unchanged. 


TABLE II 
SCHOOL FOUNDATION PROGRAM GRANT FORMULA 1970-1972 


Grants Gllassification 1970 L071 L072 
SLO. L50 S10, 759 S1TY, 405 
A Instruction I-VI ai @) Sc) <i50 
per CRU Vines x1.2 aly) zle2 
(26 pupils) X-XII x1.8 rales la 
per support staff I-1X $10,200 SLO,o12 Sli 46) 
(7 per 1,000) 
KENT W ia} WwW 
(8 per 1,000) 
Beeiraneportation = 90% approved costs --------- 
GePAdMIMIstration 9 = | === 3% of the sum of A and B --- 
DeeVEDC Tec tTement 8), 5 = © cee 100% eligible debt --------- 


Sources: Government of Alberta, Foundation Program Fund Regulations, 
1970-1972 
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Some modifications, not included in the table, were made to the 
formula for 1971 and 1972 in order to give additional assistance to 
small school districts. These were as follows: 


(1) When district enrolment fell below 26, the Minister, at his 
discretion, could grant entitlement for a full CRU; 


(2) A district qualifying for less than two support staff could 
classify all its pupils as Grades I-VI, and receive a 
maximum amount of 315,300 an 19/0, S16,218 in 1971 and 
SIh7 gD: ir eho. 724 

(3) Two or more districts whose combined high school enrolment 
was not less than 125 eligible pupils, could share the 
services of a full-time superintendent or teacher-supervisor, 
and receive a payment of $10,812 in 19/72 and $11,461 in 1972; 
and 

(4) <A small jurisdiction allowance, calculated as the product of 

eligible enrolment times rank order times seventy cents, was 
paid to districts with 1,000 or fewer students. 

The combination of these allowances undoubtedly increased the 
foundation grant per weighted pupil in small districts. To some extent, 
this was a levelling up for poor districts. But, it also operated as a 
further benefit to small wealthy systems, thus attenuating differences in 
foundation grants per weighted pupil. However, the small jurisdiction 
allowances did not alleviate the situation of some small districts and it 
was noted that "disproportionately large increases in teacher-pupil 
ratios were used as a tactic to maintain the financing of otherwise 
uneconomic small and isolated schools (Annual Report 1972, 53)." 

For the transitional Foundation Program 1970-72, regulations 
limiting requisitions were introduced (Regulations Limiting Requisitions, 
1970). In effect, these regulations held the amount of money a school 
board could raise on supplementary requisition at the 1969 level with an 


escalation factor of 6% for 1971 and 1972. This clause tended to limit 


a board's use of increasing property valuations for discretionary 
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revenues. Consequently, it was not anticipated that supplementary 
requisitions would have contributed to further disequalization in 
foundation revenues per weighted pupil in 1970 or 19/7, the years 
chosen in this study to examine the impact of the transitional formula. 
According to the Minister's Committee on School Finance, in 
evaluating the 1970 Foundation Program (1972, 22-27), greater fiscal 
equalization was achieved than under the 1961-69 formula: this was 
attributed to the cutback on supplementary requisitions and the larger 


proportion of total revenues from government sources. 


SUMMARY 


A review of literature pertinent to the two major problems in the 
study, equalization of the tax burden and equalization in the apportion- 
mentor *srants, is/presentéed in this chapter. An analysis of the School 
Foundation Program grant regulations for the years 1961 through 1972 is 
also included. Two general conclusions emerged from the literature 
review. First, the collection of school taxes through a uniform levy on 
equalized property assessments may not have brought about an equaliza- 
tion of the school tax burden in Alberta because property valuations may 
not have been a good indicator of the taxpaying ability of residents. 
Second, there were a number of ways in which variations in foundation 
payment per weighted pupil to school systems could have arisen through 
the operation of the finance formula. Increased variability in founda- 
tion payments per weighted pupil signifies disequalization in grant 


apportionment in the present study. 
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CHAPTER III 
RESEARCH PROCEDURES 


A brief description of the population under study, sources and 
treatment of the data, and an explanation of statistical techniques 


used are to be found in this chapter. 


Population 


The unit of analysis in this study was the school system, and the 
population comprised all school divisions, counties and districts in 
Alberta during the years selected. For the purpose of comparing 
equalized property valuations and personal income as measures of tax- 
paying ability, the school systems were grouped by census division. 
This was done because of the difficulty of obtaining income data for 


school systems. 


Sources of Data 

Most of the data used in this study were taken from published 
sources. All information on school system revenues, expenditures, 
enrolments and teachers was available in the Alberta Department of 
Education Annual Reports, with the exception of the eligible student 
count. The figures for this last item, on which Foundation Program 
grants were paid, were obtained from the records of the Department. 
Equalized property assessments for all municipal districts and cities 
of Alberta were obtained from the relevant issues of The Alberta Muni- 
cipal Counsellor, a publication of the Department of Municipal Affairs. 
The municipal population figures for 1969 came from the same source. 


Similar population figures for 1966 were found in Canada Census (1966), 
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the compilation of census data for that year. Personal income in each 
census division was obtained from Taxation Statistics published by the 


Federal Department of Internal Revenue and Taxation. 


Treatment of the Data 

In examining the distribution of the property tax burden, the first 
problem in this study concerned the relationship between equalized pro- 
perty assessments per capita and personal income per capita in Alberta 
school systems. Equalized valuations of real property in school systems 
were summed up for each census division. Total equalized assessments 
and personal Hoeine figures for the census divisions were transformed 
to per capita amounts for comparability. The Pearson correlation co- 
efficient was used to determine the relationship between these two- 
variables and bivariate graphs were constructed also. 

For the purpose of examining the allocation of grant monies under 
the Foundation Program, some adjustments were necessary in order to 
match enrolment and financial data. School accounts are reported for 
the calendar year in the Annual Reports while enrolments and the number 
of teachers are given for the school year, July 1 to June 30, based on 
the September 30 count. Expenditure per pupil was derived by dividing 
a system's total operational expenditures, less transportation costs and 
debt charges, by the average September count for two consecutive years. 
Similarly, the foundation payment per weighted pupil for a school system 
was calculated with a weighted pupil figure based on the average 
eligible pupil count made in the September of two successive years. The 
number of teachers, the pupil-teacher ratios, and the average teacher 


salary, were calculated in the same way. 


The first sub-problem related to the question of grant apportionment 
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dealt with the level of foundation payment per weighted pupil in the 
school systems. Six frequency distributions of foundation payment per 
weighted pupil were tabulated for each of the selected years in order to 
present the findings in this section. Further analysis was conducted by 
examining school systems which fell at the extreme ends of each distri- 
bution. The decision on what systems to select for secondary analysis 
was made when the frequency distributions of foundation payments per 
weighted pupil were scrutinized. A small number of school systems on 
the tails of each distribution was chosen for further analysis. The 
descriptor variables (pupil enrolment, equalized assessment, average 
teacher salary, etc.) associated with these extreme systems were 
examined in an attempt to identify some characteristics common to school 
systems with unusually high or low levels of foundation payment per 
weighted pupil. 

The second sub-problem related to the question of grant apportion- 
ment dealt with the variability in foundation payments per weighted 
pupil in the different years of the study. Because the mean value of 
foundation payment per weighted pupil was different for each year 
selected, it would have been misleading to compare the standard 
deviations to assess the change in variability of foundation payment per 
weighted pupil from one year to another. What was required was a 
measure of relative variation. Relative variation was measured by a 
descriptive statistic, the coefficient of variation (Blalock, 1960, 73- 
74), defined as the standard deviation devided by the mean. Coefficients 
of variation are directly comparable, and larger coefficients signify 
greater variability in foundation payments per weighted pupil among 


school districts. 
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The third sub-problem was concerned with fiscal neutrality in the 
allocation of grants. In this study, the gini coefficient (Hickrod, 
1972, 25-31), was used to describe the degree of neutrality in the 
distribution of foundation payments. 

The gini coefficient can be described graphically by the Lorenz 
curve in Figure l. 

In constructing the graph, school systems are ranked initially in 
ascending order according to fiscal ability or the equalized assessment 
per pupil in each district. The horizontal axis represents the cumu- 
lative proportions of the total number of weighted pupils of school 
districts in rank order. The vertical axis represents the cumulative 
proportions of total foundation payments to school districts. Under a 
condition of perfect fiscal equalization, fifty percent of weighted 
pupils would receive fifty percent of foundation payments and the curve 
would fall along the diagonal. If wealthier districts receive a higher 
foundation payment per weighted pupil than poor districts, the curve 
bows downward as shown by the arrow. Conversely, if poor districts 
receive higher foundation payments per weighted pupil than wealthy 
districts, the curve falls above the diagonal. There are the two 
possible effects of non-neutrality in the distribution of foundation 
payments per weighted pupil. The measure of non-neutrality, the gini 
coefficient, is given by: 


he Area A 
E Area (A + B) 


As area A increases, the value of g approaches unity and non- 
neutrality in favour of wealthy districts increases. When area A 
decreases, the curve comes closer to the diagonal and the value of g 


approaches zero. At zero value for g, a condition of perfect riscal 


ot 


: 


ee 


| sie = _ 
catia adii ea iteiadges RTD ot tao sates ag a 
A sung dt evens 

soumeassan SssPTeups <3 ts (1Rib¥e Ende? of gndbrecss tebro gabbesaee 
“ites si? ainsearts: 2108 latdonIver 247 .t3ttteth deen et tigeq teq 
fesse Bo sthquy tefiSlew Bo 49hen/ Eotos adv Be eeebtsegesg wheal : 
ovifalums sy ataseettex elas Teodspes ef? .vobo doy at essbysels 

; 


: 


6 web). igbviell toads? 33 ee soltaieusl Igre% to anekovoqgo3g 
asaetse 35 tase Toy ere! i cDlterbfaees [soehT testes Io cobsiiees 
sesu af? ben etascyec Gultebmwol lo 29eo%8q 7222 svieset Otuey eligne 
24iigid’ o tists? atsi=seib <Bidsissw 22 6 ienegede ade panke ilsi Stuow : 
gruv> afa ,arstraeit tomy nada tiguq Sorter 6 Jeeeesq cottehanas 
esetvasbb tote 22 jyisotevoc® .wours 84 vd Goede ge bisvivob eped 
qidiaga natld Ligug beidslow 134 sJeseyeq culdebese! sedghd eeheses. 
ows 282 sts 27ST <lewheel® of2 a¥ods elled avius off ,erabebeth : 
nebtabauss to motdudivset> sf2 =: yoilsstuep-mee Po efosdie abdbeseg 
indg os ,vtilecawon-nen io srvesta SAT .ftque betigtew tq aceeegEg 
cyd s5vig ef , ?a9tsitieg>. 


_ es § 
{d+ % | 


- 
eS tam SER ess ee sean eae 7 : 


A Bate ool seaeeviont <eSReRaRS wAtome So awit at ealateva 
w Te ai Sa Seo 08 es em ores ie sane 
Iaoat? selgeg to a027%bANd w ¢g/202 Sule ora 4A ’ - 


Cumulative proportions of 
total foundation payments 


to school districts 


oO 
oO 


i 
by fiscal ability of schoo 


Figure 1: Effect of non-neutrality in dis 
foundation payments per ig 
by Lorenz curve in bivariate mo 


neutrality exists. The gini coefficient takes on a negative value when 
the curve falls above the diagonal. Im order to calculate g, the 


following formula is used: 


where x is a district's position on the horizontal axis; and y, on the 
vertical axis, is the proportion of total foundation payments accounted 
for by that district in conjunction with all those districts below it 
on the horizontal axis. 

The g values are purely relative numbers which describe the 


relative non-neutrality of the grant structure and require no test for 


the significance of differences between them. Since g has a positive or 
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negative maximum value of unity, any value of g can be interpreted as a 
percentage of absolute non-neutrality. That is, a distribution with a 

g of 0.14 can be expressed as 14 percent non-neutral. An advantage of 
the g statistic is that coefficients for different years, or coefficients 
for different distributions on the same measures in a single year, can 
be compared. If the gini coefficient decreases from year to year, the 
equalization impact of the finance formula increases and vice versa. 

This was the approach used to assess the trend in fiscal equalization of 
the Foundation Program in the present study. A computer program was 
devised to calculate the gini coefficients. 

The final sub-problem related to grant apportionment concerned the 
identification of significant factors accounting for differences in 
foundation payments per weighted pupil among school systems. The method 
of analysis used was to enter the independent variables of enrolment, 
ability, effort, offering, average teacher salary and pupil-teacher 
ratio in a regression model with foundation payment per weighted pupil 
as the dependent variable for each year of the study. A stepwise 
regression technique (Carlson and Hazlett, 1968) was used to arrive at 
the solution. An advantage of this technique was that it enabled one 
to specify the probability level for the addition or deletion of in- 
coming variables to the regression analyses. The acceptance-rejection 


level chosen in this study was p = 0.05. 
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SUMMARY 

In the present chapter, various methodological considerations in 
the study are reviewed. The population in this study comprised all 
school systems in Alberta during the years selected. Most of the data 
was taken from provincial and federal government publications and the 
eligible pupil enrolments for school systems which were obtained from 
the records of the Department of Education. In examining the distri- 
bution of the property tax burden, the Pearson correlation was used to 
determine the relationship between equalized assessment per capita and 
personal income per capita in the census divisiors of the province. 
Four approaches were used to examine the allocation of grant monies 
among school systems in each of the years selected. First, six 
frequency distributions of foundation payment per weighted pupil were 
constructed and scrutinized. Second, the relative variability in 
foundation program per weighted pupil was found by using the 
coefficient of variation. Third, fiscal neutrality in grant 
apportionment was assessed with the gini coefficient. Lastly, 
multiple stepwise regression was employed to identify factors related 
to differences in foundation payment per weighted pupil among school 


systems in each of the selected years. 
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CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS OF THE DATA ANALYSIS 


This chapter contains the results of the data analysis and a 


discussion of the findings. 


MEASURES OF FISCAL ABILITY 


The first problem in this study was to compare two measures of the 
fiscal ability of school districts in Alberta, equalized property assess- 
ment and personal income. In operational terms, the question was 


expressed as follows: 
Was there a significant statistical relationship between the 
total equalized assessment per capita and the personal income per 
capita in the census divisions of Alberta for the years 1966 and 
Ne ET 
Findings 

Coefficients of correlation between total equalized assessment per 
capita and personal income per capita in the census division of Alberta 
for the two years are presented in Table III. The values of the 
coefficients, 0.124 for 1966 and -0.102 for 1969, are quite low. This 
indicates that there was no sizeable relationship between total 


equalized assessment per capita and personal income per capita in the 


census divisions for either year. 


Discussion 


The inference from the above finding was that the ability of school 
districts to raise revenue from local property taxation was unrelated to 


the earning capacities of their electorates. Based on the assumption, 
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TABLE III 


COEFFICIENTS OF CORRELATION BETWEEN TOTAL EQUALIZED 
ASSESSMENT PER CAPITA AND PERSONAL INCOME PER CAPITA 
IN CENSUS DIVISIONS OF ALBERTA, 1966 AND 1969 


1966 1969 


Total equalized assessment per 

capita versus personal income 0.124 -0.102 
per capita; 

census divisions (N = 20) 


adopted in this study, that personal income was the best practical index 
of taxpaying ability, it was concluded that the tax burden for basic 
school support was not proportional to personal income. Since this meant, 
in effect, that equalization of the tax burden probably didn't occur 


in the years selected for study, additional analysis was undertaken. 


Further Analysis 


In order to analyse further the relationship between total equalized 
assessment per capita and personal income per capita in the census 
divisions, bivariate graphs were drawn. These are presented below as 
Figure 2 for 1966 and Figure 3 for 1969. On inspecting these graphs, it 
was apparent that for both years, a number of census divisions, which 
ranked above average on total equalized assessment per capita (the 
horizontal axis), stood well above the other divisions on personal income 
per capita (the vertical axis). This group of points, shown within the 
rectangle, represented the five major cities. 

Coefficients of correlation between total equalized assessment per 


capita and personal income per capita were calculated once again without 
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the five cities. The results are shown in Table IV. Positive 
correlations were attained for both years. The coefficient was 
lower in 1969 than in 1966, and the dispersal of points on Figure 3 


was greater. 


TABLE IV 


COEFFICIENTS OF CORRELATION BETWEEN TOTAL EQUALIZED 
ASSESSMENT PER CAPITA AND PERSONAL INCOME PER CAPITA 
IN THE CENSUS DIVISIONS OF ALBERTA, 1966 AND 1969, 
EXCLUDING THE FIVE MAJOR CITIES 


1966 1969 


Total equalized assessment per 

capita versus personal income ON 7 OL eae 
per capita, 

Census divisions (N = 15) 


Discussion 

The positive correlations between equalized property assessments 
per capita and personal income per capita in the rural census 
divisions implied that property taxes were paid on the uniform 
tax levy in proportion to the collective income capacity of persons in 
these areas. Values of coefficients decreased from 0.751 in 1966 to 
0.524 in 1969, which appeared to indicate a weakening of the relation- 
ship between the two years. One reason for this may have been the time 
elapsed since the previous major upward adjustment of equalized assess- 
ments which occurred in 1964 (Hanson, 1972, 45). Levels of personal 
income may have increased more rapidly in some census divisions thanod oO 


others without a corresponding adjustment in property valuations. This 
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tendency for property assessment to lag behind market values is one 
reason for the relative inelasticity of the property tax (Hanson, 1972, 
51 )e 

Another finding in this section was that the five major cities 
stood apart from the rural census divisions as areas of high personal 
income and average equalized property assessment. This finding indica- 
ted that taxes on the basic levy represented a smaller proportion of 
personal income in these cities as opposed to other areas in the 
Province: that is, the tax burden in the cities was relatively smaller. 
However, the finding could not be settled on the basis of the analysis 
presented here. The discrepancy may have arisen on account of the way 
net farm income was calculated. A block averaging plan for farmers was 
in effect throughout the period covered in this study which provided 
income tax relief to compensate for fluctuations in income (Salyzyn, 
1971, 49-50). The possible consequence of this arrangement was to 
depress the level of reported personal income in the rural census divi- 
sions. The income averaging plan for farmers would provide for a lack 
of comparability of personal incomes in rural and urban areas. That is, 
the correlations between equalized assessments and personal income in 
rural areas are meaningful because the data on personal income are 
comparable. However, it may not be appropriate to conclude that the 
property tax burden between cities and rural census divisions was un- 
equal when personal incomes in these areas were reported on a different 


basis. 


Conclusions 
Equalization of the tax burden, in terms of the proportion of 


personal income paid for basic school support, occurred in the census 
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divisions of Alberta, not including the five major cities, under the 
Foundation Program. The tax burden appeared to be lower in Edmonton, 
Calgary, Red Deer, Lethbridge and Medicine Hat, the five major cities 
in the Province. However, it was speculated that the discrepancy 

between reported personal incomes in cities and rurai areas may have 


been due to the manner of reporting net farm income. 


EQUALIZATION IN GRANT APPORTIONMENT 


The second part of this inquiry concerned the allocation of 
foundation grants to school systems and the following four questions 


were formulated: 


su What was the pattern of distribution of foundation payments 
per weighted pupil in Alberta school systems in the years 
selected? 

sie What was the relative variation in foundation payment per 


weighted pupil over the years selected? 

DEL Did school systems with high taxpaying ability receive more 
foundation funds per weighted pupil than districts of low 
ability for the years selected? 

IV Which of the following factors, enrolment, taxpaying ability, 
tax effort, expenditure per pupil, average teacher salary 
and pupil-teacher ratio, were significant predictors of 
differences in foundation payment per weighted pupil among 
school systems for the years selected? 


The results, discussion of findings and conclusions for each 


question are presented under the appropriately numbered headings. 


I. Distribution of Foundation Payments per Weighted Pupils] Findings 


Frequency distributions of foundation payments per weighted pupil 
to school systems for the years selected in this study are shown in 
Table V. The total number of school systems, the mean value for founda- 


tion payment per weighted pupil, and the proportion of systems in the 
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TABLE V 


FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF FOUNDATION PAYMENTS PER WEIGHTED 
PUPIL TO SCHOOL SYSTEMS IN ALBERTA IN SELECTED YEARS 


$ 1962 1964 1966 1968 1970 1971 
675-699 
650-674 Ee 
625-649 
600-624 
575-599 
550-574 3x 
525-549 1* 2% 
500-524 dc 
475-499 39 
450-474 1* 24 58 
425-449 1* 1% 65 15 
400-424 2% 31 2 
375-399 2% 33 8 3 
350-374 1% 1% 15 51 2 1 
325-349 2% 1* 61 36 4 
300-324 1% 18 38 12 
275-299 3 75 15 1* * 
250-274 12 33 6 1% 1* 1% 
225-249 54 5 1% 2% 1% 
200-224 71 1% 1% 2* 
175-199 6 1% 1* 
150-174 2* 3% 1% 
125-149 
100-124 1% 
TOTAL 154 139 140 139 139 138 


Mean foundation payment per weighted pupil: 
$230 $283 $320 $352 $422 $446 


Proportion of systems in three intervals closest to the mean: 


86% 917 81% 86% 754 62% 
* Systems selected for further analysis 
three intervals closest to the mean for each year, are given at the foot 


of the table. This table was constructed from the information in 


Appendix B, where the foundation payment per weighted pupil in each 
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school system is given by year. 


The distributions for all years in Table V show that the majority 


of school systems received foundation payments per weighted pupil close 
to the mean for all systems. Most of the school systems were placed 
within a range of fifty dollars from the mean value. The largest pro- 
portion of systems in the three intervals closest to the mean occurred 
in 1964. This tendency to cluster about the mean was not as strong in 
1970 and 1971 as under the 1961-1969 foundation formula. 

Also apparent from Table V is that a small number of school systems 
received foundation payments per weighted pupil far in excess of or far 


below the mean value. 


Distribution of Foundation Payments per Weighted Pupil - Discussion 


The pattern of distribution of foundation payments per weighted 
pupil showed a similar clustering about the mean value for each year 
selected in the study: the majority of school systems received payment 
within a range of fifty dollars from the mean. However, fiscal equali- 
zation in grant allocation, interpreted in this study as the same level 
of foundation payment per weighted pupil in all school districts, did 
noc occur in any of the years. Bute it) was not expected that Chis strict 
criterion would be met since the foundation formula was designed to 
provide for differences in program needs among school systems. The mean 
value of foundation payment per weighted pupil was simply used as a 
benchmark for the purpose of comparing the level of funding in different 
systems. In this respect, a small number of school systems was found 
to deviate greatly from the mean in each of the selected years. Further 
analysis was undertaken to identify some of the characteristics of these 


deviant systems. The systems chosen for analysis are marked with an 
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asterisk in Table V. 


Distribution of Foundation Paymentseperm Weighted Pupile- Further Analysis 


Tables VI through XI, based on the information in Appendix B, 
contain the foundation payment per weighted pupil, enrolment, equalized 
assessment per pupil, supplementary requisition mill rate, operational 
expenditure per pupil, average teacher salary and pupil-teacher ratio 
for school systems showing a marked deviation from the mean foundation 
payment per weighted pupil in each of the selected years. 

1962. Descriptors for the five highest and three lowest systems 
on foundation payment per weighted pupil in 1962 are presented in Table 
VI. Mean values for all school systems are included in the table. 
Considerable deviation from the mean foundation payment per weighted 
pupil was evident for these systems. All of the school systems were 
small, or very small, according to the enrolment figures, and were 
situated in remote rural areas. A system's wealth, as shown by the 
equalized assessment per eligible pupil, did not appear to be related 
to the level of foundation payment. Berry Creek, the wealthiest system, 
received the highest per weighted pupil grant: but St. Isidore, with an 
equalized assessment per eligible pupil far below the mean, was also 
placed with the high grant recipients. The local tax effort, shown by 
the supplementary requisition mill rate, may have been responsible for 
the level of foundation funding in some cases. Two school systems in 
the high-grant group, Atlee and St. Isidore, had very high mill rates 
while two of the low-grant group had mill rates that were below average. 
However, the pattern did not hold for the other three systems in the 
high-grant group. Beaverlodge R.C.S. was one instance of a poor school 


district which made an above-average tax effort and still received a low 
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foundation grant per weighted pupil. On operational expenditure per 
pupil, generally, those systems with above-average foundation payment 
per weighted pupil had a high level of operational expenditure. The 
average teacher salary in high-grant systems was below the mean value 
for all school systems while two of the low-grant group had high salary 
levels. There did not seem to be much connection between average 
teacher salary and level of foundation funding except for the three 
lowest systems where the average teacher salary was well below the mean. 
Lastly, with pupil-teacher ratio, no relationship was evident although 
the pupil-teacher ratio in high-grant systems was generally lower than 
in the low-grant systems. In sum, systems which were at the extremities 
of the foundation payment per weighted pupil in 1962 had the following 


characteristics: 


(i) All were small or very small rural school systems; 
(ii) Some were very wealthy systems, and some were very poor; 


(iii) Two systems with a very high local tax effort were among 
those in the high-grant group; 


(iv) Operational expenditure per pupil was generally higher in 
the siigh-srant group; 


(v) The three lowest systems had average teacher salaries 
well below the mean; and 


(vi) The pupil-teacher ratio was generally lower in the high- 
grant systems. 


There was no clear relationship between the position of a system 
on any of these Ween eoce and the level of foundation payment. 

1964: Descriptors for the five highest and three lowest school 
districts on foundation payment per weighted pupil in 1964 are shown in 
Table VII. Three districts, Berry Creek, St. Isidore and Faraway, which 


were in the high-grant group in 1962, reappeared as extreme systems in 
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1964. One of these, Faraway, shifted from the high to the low-grant 
group. Substantial differences in foundation payment per weighted pupil 
between the two groups was evident again in 1964. Six of the eight 
systems were below the enrolment mean. Three of the high-grant systems 
were relatively wealthy while all the low-grant systems were below the 
mean for equalized assessment per eligible pupil. In local tax effort, 
all of the low-grant group and three of the high-grant group had above- 
average supplementary mill rates. Operational expenditure per pupil was 
above the mean in all high-grant systems and well below the mean in two 
of the low-grant systems. Northland, which had a large proportion of 
Indian pupils, had a high level of operational expenditure. The level 
of average teacher salary and pupil-teacher ratio provided no basis for 
distinguishing between the two groups. To recapitulate, the deviant 
systems on foundation payment per weighted pupil in 1964 had some of the 
following features: 

(i) Most of the school systems had small enrolments; 

(ii) All systems except Edmonton Public, served rural areas; 


(iii) Extremes in equalized assessment per eligible pupil were 
present; and 


(iv) All the poor systems had above-average supplementary 
requisition rates. 


In 1964, as in 1962, there was no clear connection between the 
position of a school system on any of the descriptors and the level of 
foundation funding. 

1966. Descriptors for the highest and the four lowest school 
systems on foundation payment per weighted pupil for 1966 are given in 
Table VIII. Three of these districts, St. Isidore, Faraway and North- 


land, appeared in 1964 in the same positions relative to the mean. An 
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examination of the descriptors for 1966 provided no basis for discri- 

minating between high and low-grant school systems. Three of the five 
systems had low enrolments and small pupil-teacher ratios. All of the 
school systems served remote rural communities. 

1968. Descriptors for the three highest and four lowest school 
systems on foundation payment per weighted pupil in 1968 are shown in 
Table IX. Two of these systems, Faraway and Northland, appeared among 
the deviant districts in 1966, but Faraway shifted back to the high- 
grant group where it was in 1962. Except for Northland, all of the 
systems had enrolments below the mean, and three districts, Faraway, 
Lousana and Seebe, were very small. All the school systems served rural 
areas. As in 1966, the position of the systems on the other descriptor 
variables showed no marked distinction between the high and low-grant 
groups. For example, Acadia, a comparatively small wealthy system with 
an above-average supplementary requisition tax rate received less in 
foundation payment per weighted pupil than a slightly larger but less 
wealthy system, Paintearth Co., which had a smaller supplementary 
requisition tax rate. 

1970. Descriptors for the five lowest systems on foundation pay- 
ment per weighted pupil for 1970 are given in Table X. Some of these 
appeared in the low-grant group previously, Grovedale in 1964, Nordegg 
in 1966 and Northland in 1964, 1966 and 1968. All of the systems, except 
Northland, had very small enrolments, and all were below average on 
equalized assessment per eligible pupil. With the exception of White- 
court, all the school systems served rural communities. No pattern was 
discernible on the remaining descriptors. 


1971. Descriptors for the six highest and four lowest school 
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Systems on foundation payment per weighted pupil for 1971 are presented 
in Table XI. All districts in the low-grant group appeared in this 
position in 1970. Only Lethbridge, Sailsbury and Northland 

had high pupil enrolments. The six school systems of Faraway, Waterton 
Park, Grimshaw, Nordegg, Northland and Spirit River served rural 
communities. The four systems in the low-grant group were also below 
the mean on equalized assessment per eligible pupil. An examination of 
the positions of these school systems on the other descriptors revealed 
no systematic correspondence between supplementary requisition mill 
rates, operational expenditure per pupil, average teacher salary or 


pupil-teacher ratio, and the foundation payment per weighted pupil. 


Distribution of Foundation Payment per Weighted Pupil - Discussion of 
Further Analysis 


The purpose of analyzing the school systems at the extremities of 
the distributions of foundation payment per weighted pupil for the years 
selected in the study was to determine if these systems had any charac- 
teristics. in common. Two principal characteristics appeared throughout 
the years, these being the size and location of the school systems: 

(1) most, but not all, of these systems had low pupil enrolments, and 
(2) the majority of these school systems served rural communities that 
were fairly remote in some cases. Otherwise, there was no clear 
relationship between the position of systems on the other descriptors, 
equalized assessment per eligible pupil, supplementary requisition mill 
rate, operational expenditure per pupil, average teacher salary or 
pupil-teacher ratio, and the level of foundation payment per weighted 
pupil in those systems. Nor did any district appear in this group of 


deviant systems every year. Faraway was among the high-grant systems in 
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1962, 1968 and 1971, and in the low-grant group in 1964 and 1966. 
Northland was in the low-grant group of systems from 1964 onwards. 

Some other systems also appeared more than once. These were St. Isidore 
in 1962, 1964 and 1966, Berry Creek in 1962 and 1964, Grovedale in 1962 
and 1970, Nordegg in 1964, 1970 and 1971, Whitecourt in 1970 and 1971, 
and Spirit River in 1970 and 1971. The recurrance of these systems was 
consistent in that each system always reappeared in the high or low- 
grant group to which it belonged previously. However, the majority of 
school systems in the deviant group appeared only once: that is to say, 
it was not a particularly stable group. 

Special circumstances, not evident from the descriptors examined 
here, may have been present which could explain the errant position of 
some school systems. Berry Creek, which was in the high-grant group in 
1962 and 1964, received a contingency grant of $60,172 in 1961 (Alberta 
School Trustee, July-August 1961, 5). This grant assured Berry Creek 
of a high foundation payment per weighted pupil in 1962, 1963 and 1964, 
on account of the adjustment allowance in the formula for those years. 
Two other systems, Sullivan Lake and Edmonton Public, from the high- 
grant group in 1964, were also the recipients of substantial contingency 
grants in 1961 (Alberta School Trustee, July-August 1961, 5). The 
appearance of St. Isidore in the high-grant group in 1962, 1964 and 1966 
was accompanied by an above-average supplementary requisition mill rate. 
Staudsidore «a school district in the Peace River country, served a 
small French-Canadian community that was determined to maintain their 
local school. Another system, Northland School Division, was estab- 
lished in 1960 to provide services for the small and dispersed largely 


Métis communities in Northern Alberta (Annual Report, 1961). How this 
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designation could have led to Northland appearing in the low-grant group 
from 1964 onwards was not apparent. However, special circumstances 
associated with low enrolments and remote location, may have accounted 
for some small systems receiving a level of foundation grant well above 
or well below the mean. The unit of educational need used in the 
present study, the weighted pupil unit, may not have reflected the 
actual program needs in some of the smaller school systems. 

In the analysis on equalization of the tax burden, it was found 
that the level of reported personal income was higher in the cities than 
it was in the rural areas and this suggested that the relative tax 
burden was lighter in the cities. Since equalization of the tax burden 
is a necessary prerequisite to fiscal equalization under a foundation 
program of school finance, it seems appropriate to examine what the 
consequences of the apparent urban-rural disparity in tax burdens may 
have been in terms of school system revenues. In the present analysis 
of the distribution of foundation payments per weighted pupil among 
school systems it was noted that no city districts, with the exception 
of Edmonton in 1964 and Lethbridge in 1971, appeared in the groups of 
systems at the extremities of the frequency distributions for the 
selected years. The position of Edmonton in 1964 could be attributed 
to the adjustment grant in the foundation formula, and the position of 
Lethbridge in 1971 could be attributed to its high supplementary 
requisition tax rate for that year. Therefore, it may be concluded that 
no systematic advantage accrued to city districts as opposed to other 
school systems through the operation of the finance formula. Initially, 
it might be supposed that city residents, because of the lower sacrifice 


in personal income required of them for basic school support, may have 
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been willing to raise relatively more funds on the discretionary local 
levy than their rural counterparts. An examination of the data revealed 
that this was not the case. For example, city districts collected an 
average of $42 per pupil on supplementary requisitions in 1966 in com- 
parison to an average of $44 per pupil for all school systems. 
Similarly, the average tax rate on supplementary requisition for city 
districts was 5.0 mills in 1966, while the average for all school 
systems was 8.4 mills. Thus, the apparent property tax advantage for 
cities under the Foundation Program did not result in a greater tax 
egrore for school purposes invcity school districts than in rural school 
systems. 

One might ask, then, whether the disparity in tax burdens between 
city and rural school systems that was found in this study had any 
significance for fiscal equalization under the Foundation Program, or 
whether it was simply an artifact arising from the use of personal 
income as a measure of ability to pay taxes in both city and rural areas. 
Earlier, it was speculated that the manner of calculating net farm in- 
come tended to depress the level of personal income reported for income 
tax purposes. It may be appropriate to suggest further that the personal 
income of city taxpayers cannot be compared as a measure of wealth to 
the personal income of a taxpayer residing in a rural area, because the 
latter may receive income-in-kind that raises the value of his real 
income well above the dollar figure recorded on his income tax form. In 
other words, the correlations between equalized assessments and personal 
income in the rural census divisions are meaningful because of the com- 
paribility of personal income across rural areas. However, the conclu- 


sion that the tax burden for school purposes under the Foundation 
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Program was not equalized between city and rural census divisions may 
not be valid on account of the non-equivalence of personal income in 


these areas. 


Distribution of Foundation Payment per Weighted Pupil - Conclusions 


The pattern of distribution of foundation payments per weighted 
pupil among the school systems in Alberta for the years selected in the 
study was typically leptokurtic with a strong clustering about the mean 
value in each year. This tendency was not as pronounced under the 
transitional Foundation Program in 1970 and 1971 as it was under the 
1961-1969 formula. 

A small number of school systems with foundation payments per 
weighted pupil well above or well below the mean value was identified 
for each of the selected years. The distinguishing features of these 
systems were that most of them served rural communities and had small 
pupil enrolments. It was speculated that circumstances attendant on low 
enrolments and remote location may have accounted for the level of 
foundation payment in these systems. 

In addition, it was noted that the apparent disparity in the tax 
burden under the Foundation Program levy between school systems in city 
and rural census divisions did not result in a higher level of founda- 
tion payment per weighted pupil to, or a noticeably greater tax effort 
on supplementary requisition by the city districts. Therefore, the 
conclusion regarding the inequality of the tax burden between cities and 
rural areas was not established, since the disparity could have been 


attributed to the non-comparibility of reported personal income for 


residents in cities and rural areas. 
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il. Variation in Foundation Payment per Weighted Pipa Findings 


Coefficients of relative variation in foundation payment per 
weighted pupil are given in Table XII by year. The largest value of 
the coefficient 0.157 occurred in 1962. Values decreased in magnitude 
to 0.094 in 1968 and rose again to 0.105 for 1970 and 1971. The biggest 
change in relative variation took place between 1962 and 1964, and no 


change was recorded between 1970 and 1971. 


Variation in Foundation Payment per Weighted Pupilo-— Discussion 


The coefficient of relative variation was used in this study to 
measure the comparative variability in foundation payment per weighted 
pupil in different years. A decrease in the coefficient from one year 
to the next indicated that school systems were more alike in the second 
year on the amount of grant per weighted pupil received. This was the 
interpretation of equalization in grant apportionment under the uni- 
variate mode in this study. The degree of fiscal equalization in grant 
apportionment was lowest in 1962, and increased progressively in 1964 
and 1966 until it attained its highest level in 1968. Thereafter, on 
the introduction of the transitional Foundation Program in 1970, the 
degree of equalization decreased somewhat and stayed at the 1970 level 


ch ANGE WTA Fes 


Variation in Foundation Payment per Weighted Pupil - Conclusions 


When examined in the univariate mode, the extent of fiscal equali- 
zation under the Foundation Program was lowest in 1962. Between 1962 
and 1968, the degree of fiscal equalization increased progressively. 
With the introduction of the transitional finance program in 1970, the 


degree of fiscal equalization decreased somewhat to about the 1966 level, 
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TABLE XII 


COEFFICIENTS OF RELATIVE VARIATION FOR 
FOUNDATION PAYMENT PER WEIGHTED PUPIL BY YEAR 


1962 1964 1966 1968 1970 1971 


Coefficient of 
Variation * WT Bow SERIES ®) 0.03 0.094 0.105 0,105 


* Standard deviation divided by the mean 


andsnetd Chic; position in 1971). 


TILE Neutrality of Grant Distribution - Findings 


The gini coefficients for the degree of non-neutrality in founda- 
tion payment per weighted pupil are given in Table XIII. Positive 
values for the coefficient were recorded for each year in the study. 

The gini coefficient was smallest in 1962. The value increased to 0.017 
in 1964 and remained almost the same level through 1968, with coeffi- 
eients Of 9-0L// in 1966-aud O.0L7S inelI63s.” In-1970 "the vini “coerri— 
cient decreased to 0.0091, and in 1971 to 0.0044. The highest value of 


the coefficient occurred in 1966. 


Neutrality of Grant Distribution - Discussion 


Because all of the gini coefficients had positive values, the 
wealthier school systems, on aggregate, received higher foundation pay- 
ments per weighted pupil than the less wealthy systems. However, the 
largest coelficient, that for 1966, had a value of.0.0177. This was 
considerably lower than the gini coefficient of 0.0792 for Louisiana in 


1969 (Grubb, 1972); or the values of 0.0314 for unitary school districts, 
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TABLE XIII 


EQUALIZATION IMPACT OF FOUNDATION PROGRAM 
1962 1964 1966 1968 1970 Te7. 
Gini Coefficient * 0.0014 BELON WHE 0. 0177 0.0175 0.0091 0.0044 


* Zero values denote absolute equalization. Higher values of the 
gini coefficient denote lower degree of fiscal neutrality in the 
formula. 


0.0513 for high school districts studied by Hickrod and Chaudhari (1973) 
for Illinois in 1969. The comparison was not strictly valid since these 
researchers were concerned er the distribution of combined state and 
local revenues on a per pupil, rather than a per weighted pupil basis. 
Nevertheless, high negative correlations between the fiscal ability of 
school districts and the amount of basic state aid per pupil were found 
for both Illinois and Louisiana in 1969 (Johns and Alexander, 1971, 182). 
These correlations indicated a high degree of equalization of school 
system revenue per pupil from state aid alone in the two states. Thus, 
while the Alberta Foundation Program directed a relatively larger share 
of foundation payments to the wealthier systems, the degree of non- 
neutrality in the distribution was probably arising from two of the more 
equitable finance formulas in the United States in 1969. 

The values of the gini coefficients showed that the degree of non- 
neutrality in the distribution of foundation payments per weighted pupil 
was lowest in 1962, that it was relatively high and fairly constant from 


1964 through 1968, and that it decreased again for both years of the 


transitional formula. 
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There was no correspondence between the pattern of fiscal equali- 
zation found in the univariate mode with the coefficient of variation 
and that found in the bivariate mode with the gini coefficient. Vari- 
ability in foundation payment per weighted pupil was greatest in 1962 
and the degree of non-neutrality in the distribution was least. Fiscal 
neutrality remained fairly constant from 1964 through 1968 when the 
relative variation in foundation payments per weighted pupil decreased. 
In 1970 and 1971, variability was constant while non-neutrality in the 
distribution of foundation payments per weighted pupil decreased. This 
lack of correspondence illustrated the distinction between the inter- 
pretation of fiscal equalization in the univariate and bivariate modes. 
Reduction of variability in the distribution of foundation payments per 
weighted pupil was not necessarily accompanied by a greater degree of 
fiscal neutrality. Considered together, the results of the two modes 
of analysis seemed to indicate that the variability of foundation pay- 
ments per weighted pupil was not greatly influenced by the taxpaying 


abilities of school systems. 


Neutrality of Grant Distribution — Conclusions 


Under the Alberta Foundation Program in the years selected for this 
study, there was a tendency for wealthier school systems to receive 
relatively higher foundation payments per weighted pupil than systems 
with less fiscal ability. However, the departure from fiscal neutrality 
in the distribution was not very pronounced in any single year. The 
degree of non-neutrality in the distribution of foundation payments per 
weighted pupil was lowest in 1962 and relatively high and fairly con- 
stant from 1964 through 1968; it decreased progressively in 1970 and 


1971. In the bivariate mode, therefore, the extent of fiscal equali- 
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zation under the Foundation Program was greatest in 1962; and greater 
during the transitional finance program of 1970-1972 than for the years 
1964 through 1968. A lack of correspondence between the results of the 
univariate and bivariate modes of assessing fiscal equalization 
suggested that school system ability to pay did not contribute in a 
significant way to the variation in foundation payments per weighted 
pupil. 


IV. Factors Associated with Differences in Foundation Payments per 
Weighted Pupil - Findings 


In applying the multivariate mode for assessing fiscal equalization 
under the Foundation Program, an attempt was made to examine the rela- 
tionship between selected factors and foundation payments per weighted 
pupil to school boards. Six school system descriptors, enrolment, 
equalized assessment per pupil, supplementary requisition mill rate, 
operational expenditure per pupil, average teacher salary and pupil- 
teacher ratio, were entered as independent variables in an equation with 
foundation payment per weighted pupil as the dependent variable. A step- 
wise regression technique was used to determine the extent to which 
differences in foundation payments per weighted pupil could be accounted 
for by the six descriptors. 

The results of the step-wise regression analysis for each year of 
the study are given in Table XIV. The number of school systems, the 
predictor vetables in order of entry, associated F ratios and proba- 
bility levels, and the proportion of total variance accounted for by the 
incoming variable, are displayed in the table. 

Two variables emerged as significant predictors of foundation pay- 


ment per weighted pupil in 1962, operational expenditure per pupil and 
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TABLE XIV 


STEPWISE REGRESSION ANALYSIS: PREDICTORS OF FOUNDATION 
PAYMENT PER WEIGHTED PUPIL BY YEAR 


year Number of Predictor variables F P Proportion(Z) 
school in order of entry Ratio of total 
systems fOr variance 
variable accounted for 
entering 
1962 Lo Operational expendi- TOD a7 0.000 LIES) 
ture per pupil 
Supplementary 
requisition rate yas) 0.017 ra) 
1964 139 Operational expen- 
diture per pupil 48.2 0.000 26.0 
Pupil-teacher ratio LoS 0.000 eee 
1966 140 Average teacher 
salary WA 0.000 dae 
Supplementary 
requisition rate 6.6 0.011 4,1 
1968 139 Average teacher 
salary 1023 0.002 720 
1970 139 None 
oS 7a. 138 Equalized assessment 
per pupil 4.0 0.047 2.8 


supplementary requisition mill rate. Of the percentage of total 
variance in foundation payments per weighted pupil, 49.3 percent was 
attributable to operational expenditure per pupil. 

In 1964, operational expenditure per pupil again appeared as the 
most significant predictor of foundation payment per weighted pupil and 
it accounted for 26.0 percent of the total variance. The second most 


significant predictor, pupil-teacher ratio, accounted for the remainder 
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of the 35.2 percent of total variance in that year. 

Two descriptors appeared as significant predictors of foundation 
payment per weighted pupil in 1966. These were the average teacher 
salary and the supplementary requisition mill rate of school systems. 
Of the proportion of total variance in the dependent variable, 15.3 per- 
cent, over two-thirds, was attributable to average teacher salary. 

In the remaining years, 1968 through 1971, only small portions of 
the total variance in foundation payments per weighted pupil were 
attributable to the emergent predictors. Average teacher salary 
accounted for 7,0 "percent of totalevariance’ in'19687*"Novpredictor 
emerged at™therrequired level"of sienificance in 1970.°°in 1971,- the 
significant predictor, equalized assessment per pupil, accounted for 
only 2.8 percent of the total variance in foundation payments per 
weighted pupil. 


Factors Associated with Differences in Foundation Payments per Weighted 
Pupil - Discussion 


In the multivariate assessment of fiscal equalization under the 
Foundation Program, the fiscal ability of school systems did not appear 
to be an important predictor of foundation payment per weighted pupil in 
any of the years selected, with the exception of 1971. For that year, 
equalized assessment per pupil accounted for only 2.8 percent of the 
total variance in foundation payments per weighted pupil. This propor- 
tion was so low that it precluded any reliable prediction of the level 
of foundation payment per weighted pupil to a school system from a know- 
ledgévof thesdistrict's taxpaying ability. “Therefore, it*seemed appro- 
priate to conclude that there was no consistent relationship between 


school system wealth and the size of foundation payments per weighted 
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pupil under the Alberta Foundation Program in the years studied. This 
result supported the conclusion from the previous section that the 
degree of non-neutrality in the distribution of foundation payments per 
weighted pupil was quite small. 

The most significant predictor of foundation payment per weighted 
pupil in 1962 and 1964 was the operational expenditure per pupil of 
school boards. This outcome could have been the result of the adjust- 
ment category in the foundation formula from 1962 to 1964 which provided 
an additional allowance for some school boards in order that they could 
maintain their 1961 level of expenditure per pupil without having 
recourse to supplementary requisitions. As a consequence, school systems 
with high per pupil expenditures in 1961 tended to have high foundation 
payments per weighted pupil in 1962 and 1964. In other words, the 
inclusion of the adjustment category in the formula seemed to have a 
disequalizing effect on foundation payments per weighted pupil to school 
systems. 

In 1966 and 1968, average teacher salary of a school district 
appeared as the strongest predictor of foundation payment per weighted 
pupil. The relationship in this case was not as pronounced as it was 
for operational expenditure per pupil in 1962 and 1964 as indicated by 
the lower proportion of total variance accounted for by average teacher 
salary. Nevertheless, it suggested that school systems employing more 
highly qualified teachers tended to receive higher foundation payments 
per weighted pupil. The teacher grant in the foundation formula, with 
larger allowances for school boards employing the more qualified 
teachers, would have accounted for differences in foundation payments 


per weighted pupil attributable to the average teacher salary. However, 


33% etospusqinotebavet Io nolsed 


= h 
bentghew weg Josoveq col JabauoTto, 


to Liguq 19g Stusibnagrs, Sait 

| p soins sue eidT raged : . 
Jabupod oda nt erogeae> 3a9m i 

2 Toh somewolls Lomwikasbbeae | 


eo to devel L8et zisdh elegakes | 


-Seupsa efit -lo tives sia 


bobivosy sobty td2f.03 SPs aoxt = ae 
finds ysdtt ands a9hto, ak revo a too 


aniven savol@ty: igquq me 71 u: Bt 


anedeys Pootoe , SoUSsdpSenao se a “2 i 


7 

4 

mivoss Vrasoemslqqira a2 5230997 ; 

polrabasyd dgtd ove a3 beh 4 ; eejustbwsges Iiqus cop rigtd dake : 
ia ,2irow aodgo al .si0r Sm Baer nt. Ligue boiigise aq staseysq 

» svat oJ boqese slong pil nh og og8I89 aieasautbs 3: cy noteutoat h 

- 


[odiice oF Efqtg betsataw 


m wolbishauel no 3547*>s fhet laupoath: 


3A 

-emoleye : 

inkviaib Toots & i0 3 Bodo sss gaprovs ,Sde! bo@eet ul - 

Nesntew staq tHamveg 1Ob36 a todo Thess 2agg0073 ne) wa berseqqs - 
Sow Jt es hoonnonoxg Jem, J oaso Shido mb qideoo! i. lgm edt. | Akqug 

; - 


mans 
vd bajeszink ap 68RD Ba 1! [iQue veg et ibosars 


T#15653 sg67 SVB xd 108 ‘3 sonptapy Iggo3. io .o:: 7G 


stom, guiyelqne @ ! ‘Et > todd badaagga 24, , ar io: 
2 ai 
zin4myaq) nord pba" vteoes, 92 Baines @1edo5s> 


. > 
7 


dity ,alumvo? aok 


the average teacher salary appeared as a discriminating factor in two 
years of the study only, whereas the teacher category was in the grant 
formula for each year from 1962 through 1968. This indicated that the 
teacher grant category was not as consistent a disequalizing factor in 
the Foundation Program as suggested by some writers (Atherton et al., 
1969; Young, 1969; Hanson, 1971). The general shortage of teachers up 
to 1968 and the lack of qualified teachers in some subject areas may 
have moderated the extent to which school boards were able to take 
advantage of the teacher grant in the formula. 

Two secondary predictors of foundation payment per weighted pupil 
emerged as being significant in 1962, 1964 and 1966. These were the 
supplementary requisition rate in 1962 and 1966, and the pupil-teacher 
tatio,10.1964..s1o.some extent ,ischool systems making .a high taxseffort 
were enabled to receive relatively higher foundation payments per 
weighted pupil than systems with low tax effort in 1962 and 1966. 
Simitahly. sverems will Dleheeupl teacher ratios pended to receive 
larger foundation payments per weighted pupil. However, the relation- 
ships between the two variables and the dependent variable were not 
consistent over the years; and the proportion of total variance accounted 
for was not of sufficient magnitude to predict the level of foundation 
payment per weighted pupil in a school system from a knowledge of either 
variable. 

Another outcome of the multivariate analysis was that the size of a 
school system as indicated by the enrolment did not appear as a signifi- 
cant predictor of foundation payment per weighted pupil in any of the 
years selected. The examination of school systems at the extremities of 


the distributions of foundation payments per weighted pupil in each year 
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seemed to suggest that most of these systems had small enrolments. 
However, in the multivariate analysis, school district size did not seem 


to be related to differences in foundation payment per weighted pupil. 


Factors Associated with Differences in Foundation Payments per Weighted 
Pupil - Conclusions 


In the multivariate mode of assessing fiscal equalization, a school 
system's ability to support education as measured by the equalized 
assessment per pupil was not a significant predictor of foundation pay- 
ments per weighted pupil in any year of the study, except in 1971 when a 
weak relationship existed. The most important factor accounting for 
differences in foundation payments per weighted pupil in 1962 and 1964 
was the operational expenditure per pupil of school systems. This 
result was attributed to the adjustment allowance in the foundation 
formula from 1962 through 1964. In 1966 and 1968, average teacher 
salary appeared as the important factor leading to differences in 
foundation payments per weighted pupil among school districts. The 
teacher grant in the foundation formula was thought to account for the 
discrepancies in grant payments associated with average teacher salary. 
Secondary factors, supplementary requisition rate in 1962 and 1966, and 
pupil-teacher ratio in 1964, emerged as significant predictors of founda- 
tion payment per weighted pupil. However, the proportion of total 
variance in the dependent variable accounted for in each case was too 
small to place much confidence in the reliability of these predictors. 
Another outcome of the analysis was that differences in foundation pay- 
ments per weighted pupil did not appear to be associated with the size 


of schools districts. 
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General Conclusions on Equalization in Grant Apportionment 


Absolute equalization in grant apportionment under the Foundation 
Program, in the sense that all school systems received the same dollar 
amount in foundation payments per weighted pupil, did not occur in any 
of the years selected for this study. However, it was not expected that 
this strict criterion would be met since the finance formula was 
designed to provide for differences in program needs among school 
systems. Examination of the frequency distributions of foundation pay- 
ments per weighted pupil in each year revealed that gross deviation from 
the mean occurred in a small number of districts only. The greater pro- 
portion of school systems received foundation payments per weighted 
pupil within a range of $25 from the mean value. Therefore, the finance 
formula provided near fiscal equalization for the majority of school 
systems in each of the years selected. 

Between 1962 and 1968, the relative variability in foundation pay- 
ments per weighted pupil decreased continuously. This trend was accom- 
panied by an increase in the degree of non-neutrality in the distribu- 
tion of foundation payments per weighted pupil, which signified that a 
relatively higher share of the grant revenues accrued to the wealthier 
school systems. The general increase in the use of supplementary 
requisitions during that period could have accounted for the additional 
degree of non-neutrality in the distribution. With the introduction of 
the new finance formula in 19/70, limitations were placed on the use of 


supplementary requisitions which increased the relative variability in 


foundation payments somewhat, but had the effect of decreasing the degree 


of non-neutrality in the distribution. The lack of correspondence, 


noted here, between the results of the univariate and bivariate analyses 
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illustrates that fiscal equalization can be interpreted in different 
ways, and that a decrease in the variability in grant allocation does 
not necessarily denote an increase in the fiscal neutrality of the 
finance program. 

The degree of fiscal non-neutrality in the Foundation Program did 
not aha to be very great in any of the years selected for this study. 
This conclusion was supported by the finding in the multivariate 
analysis that the fiscal ability of school systems was not related, in 
any predictable way, to the level of foundation payments per weighted 
pupil. Values of the gini coefficient were considerably lower for the 
Alberta Foundation Program than for two finance programs in the United 
States where a high degree of fiscal equalization existed. Therefore, 
although some degree of fiscal inequality is noted in the present study, 
it is possible that the Alberta Foundation Program achieved a high 
degree of equalization among school systems with different fiscal 


capacities in comparison to other foundation programs. 


SUMMARY 


Two major questions guided the analysis of data in the present 
chapter: (1) Did equalization of the school tax burden occur under, Che 
Foundation Program plan in Alberta between 1961 and 1971?; and (2) To 
what extent were grants under the Foundation Program distributed equally, 
in terms of the same dollar amount per weighted pupil unit, to school 
boards during the same period? 

Relative to the first question, on the basis of an examination of 
the relationship between personal income and equalized property assess- 


ments in the census divisions for 1966 and 1969, it was concluded that 
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equalization of the school tax burden under the Foundation Program 
occurred among the rural areas of the Province. Although there was an 
apparent disparity in tax burdens between city and rural census divi- 
sions, it was felt that a conclusion to this effect could not be made 
because the result was probably due to the non-comparability of reported 
personal income in cities and rural areas. 


Equalization in the apportionment of Foundation Program grants wa 


+ 
Y) 


examined in the years 1962, 1964, 1966, 1968, 1970 and 1971. The 
frequency distributions of foundation payment per weighted pupil in each 


+ * 


year showed a strong clustering about the mean, which indicated that for 
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the majority of school systems equalization in grant apportionment 
occurred. However, there appeared to be a small number of school systems 


that received a level of foundation payments per weighted pupil well 
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above or below the mean for each year. Special circumstance 
with small and remote rural districts were thought to account for the 
variation in grants to these school systems. 


In the univariate mode, the variability in foundation 
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weighted pupil was examined for 1962, 1964, 1966, 1968, 1970 and 197 
The relative variation in foundation payments per weighted pupil was 
greatest in 1962; and, as interpreted in this section of the analysis, 
the degree of fiscal equalization was least in that year. Between 1962 
and 1968, the degree of fiscal equalization increased progressively. 
With the introduction of the transitional finance program in 1970, the 
degree of fiscal equalization regressed to about the 1966 level, and 
held this position in 19/71. 


In the bivariate mode, the degree of fiscal neutrality in grant 


apportionment under the Foundation Program was assessed for the six 
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years selected. The results showed that there was a tendency for 
wealthier school systems to receive relatively higher foundation pay- 
ments per weighted pupil in each year than systems with less fiscal 
ability. However, the departure from fiscal neutrality was not pro- 
nounced in any single year. The degree of fiscal neutrality was 
greatest in 1962; and greater for the transitional finance program in 
1970 and 1971 than for the years 1964 through 1968, when it was rela- 
tively constant. A lack of correspondence between the results of the 
univariate and bivariate modes of assessing fiscal equalization 
indicated that a reduction in the variability of foundation payments per 
weighted pupil was not accompanied by an increase in the degree of 
fiscal neutrality of the finance program. 

The multivariate mode of assessing equalization in grant apportion- 
ment was concerned with the identification of factors accounting for 
differences in foundation payments per weighted pupil to school systems 
in the selected years. Fiscal ability of school systems did not appear 
to be a significant predictor of differences in foundation payments per 
weighted pupil, except in 1971 when a weak relationship existed. It was 
concluded that school system ability to pay was not an important deter- 
minant for grants paid under the Foundation Program between 1961 and 
Oy ee 

The most important factor associated with differences in foundation 
payments per weighted pupil in 1962 and 1964 was the operational expen- 
diture per pupil in school systems, and this was attributed to the 
adjustment allowance in foundation formula for those years. 

Average teacher salary appeared as a significant predictor of 


differences in foundation payments per weighted pupil in 1966 and 1968. 
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The teacher grant in the foundation formula could have accounted for 
this result. However, it was noted that the effect of the teacher grant 
was not as disequalizing as some authors seemed to think. 

Some secondary factors also appeared as significant predictors of 
differences in foundation payments per weighted pupil among school 
systems in some of the years selected, but the proportion of total 
variance accounted for by these variables was too low to place much 
confidence in the reliability of these predictors. 

A general conclusion on equalization in grant apportionment was 
that the aim of fiscal equalization of school board revenues was largely 
achieved for the majority of school systems under the Alberta Foundation 


Program between 1961 and 1971. 
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CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS OF STUDY 


A summary of the study, implications for school finance in Alberta 


and some suggestions for further research are presented in this chapter. 


Summary of Study 


The purpose of this study was to examine the extent of fiscal 
equalization of school board revenues under the Alberta School Founda- 
tion Program. The study was based on the premise that fiscal equaliza- 
tion, a major objective of the school finance system in Alberta, was 
amenable to some form of measurement on a longitudinal as well as a 
cross-sectional basis. Two aspects of fiscal equalization were studied: 
(1) equalization of the tax burden for school support, and (2) equali- 
zation in the apportionment of grant funds. Data for selected years 
between 1961 and 1971 were collected from published sources and the 
eligible student count for all school systems under the Foundation 
Program was made available by the Alberta Department of Education. 

Equalization of the tax burden was examined by comparing equalized 
property assessments per capita of school systems grouped by census 
division to personal income per capita in the census divisions in 1966 
and 1969. Positive correlations were found for the relationship 
between property valuation and personal income in the non-urban 
division. This analysis indicated that, for these areas, and in the 
terms of the present study, equalization of the tax burden occurred 
since school taxes from the uniform levy under the Foundation Program 
were proportional to the level of personal income in school systems. 


However, when the five major cities of Alberta were included in the 
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analysis, the correlations between property assessment and personal 
income were found to be low. Bivariate graphs revealed that the five 
cities stood apart from the non-urban census divisions as areas of high 
personal income and average equalized assessment. This finding sug- 
gested that taxes on the basic school levy represented a smaller por- 
tion of personal income in the cities than in the rural census 
divisions. The implication was that the tax burden for the foundation 
level of school support was relatively smaller in the cities of Alberta 
in 1966 and 1969. However, non-comparability of data on reported 
personal income was thought to account for the apparent disparity in 
tax burdens between cities and rural areas. 

Equalization in grant apportionment meant, for the purpose of this 
study, a tendency towards equality in foundation payments per weighted 
pupil among school systems. Four sub-problems were contained in this 
portion of, the, studyeand) ther yearse1962,6¢1964541966,° 196839 1970592971 
were used in the analysis of each problem. The first problem concerned 
the distribution of foundation payments per weighted pupil among school 
systems in the years selected. Six frequency distributions were con- 
structed and examined. The pattern of distribution of foundation pay- 
ments per weighted pupil was found to be typically leptokurtic with a 
strong clustering about the mean value in each year. The tendency was 
not as pronounced under the transitional Foundation Program in 1970 and 
1971 as it was under the 1961-1969 formula. A small number of school 
systems with foundation payments per weighted pupil well above or well 
below the mean value was identified for each of the selected years. 
These systems were examined in terms of the descriptor variables, 


enrolment, equalized assessment per pupil, supplementary requisition tax 
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rate, operational expenditure per pupil, average teacher salary and 
pupil-teacher ratio. No consistent relationship between the foundation 
payment per weighted pupil of school systems and any of these descriptors 
was found. The distinguishing characteristic of these deviant systems, 
whether they were above the mean foundation payment per weighted pupil 

or below, was that most of them were small rural school systems. 

The second sub-problem pertained to the variability in foundation 
payments per weighted pupil over time. Coefficients of relative varia- 
tion in foundation payments per weighted pupil for each of the selected 
years were calculated and compared. The procedure was styled the uni- 
variate mode of assessing fiscal equalization and it provided for a 
longitudinal analysis of the Foundation Program in terms of one variable. 
As an outcome of the univariate analysis, it was found that the degree 
of fiscal equalization under the Foundation Program was lowest in 1962. 
Between 1962 and 1968, the degree of fiscal equalization increased 
progressively. With the introduction of the transitional finance pro- 
gram in 1970, the degree of fiscal equalization regressed somewhat to 
about the 1966 level, and held this position in 1971. 

In the third sub-problem, the extent of fiscal neutrality, or dis- 
tribution of foundation payments per weighted pupil, independently of 
school system wealth, was examined. The method employed was termed the 
bivariate mode of assessing fiscal equalization. Gini coefficients were 
calculated for each of the selected years and compared. The results 
showed that there was a tendency for wealthier school systems to receive 
relatively higher foundation payments per weighted pupil than systems 
with less fiscal ability in each year. However, the departure from 


fiscal neutrality in the distribution was not very pronounced in any 


83 


Ligue bes 


gitdeiugrt seth sat bavok sew = 


Ligug hosdghow iy sein, Mek MebANO now td ovods oxo tad aMIIN 


nokiebouot a wabitdetanw sdt-os beaketieg meidorq-due bcos! Bet |” 
~eltey oviteiss Yo wimeRsbtiecy waits, tavo Liquq betdglew req asaomysq 
bejoatue sua io Wapa tai Liqug heodgiow t9q. eensartq potsabavet nt aotd 
-jcou sda bolyiz ane stubspotd ed? .evaqmon bin besgivgtas stow STaésy 
& 102 bobivorg 2] bee subtetiseps Intet? gotereems Yo shoe etatiay 
Loidwltey soo % gated of auiyor? aoldabuket ot he eteyfony Isntbystgaot 
sovgeb sift dnd? bono eaw 3f ,eheylone siebueeine ods te saoojvo ap eA 
S@01 oc. tanyoh cov enreta® ootrebemre? Sit rohan nobtesiaops aca? Io 
leekstomi aelietsleupo Inoali Yo sosgsh afm ,B90L bas Sdel neswsed 
~91q sovack?t Iupigieceta 442 lo netsauborimt afd toa .¢lovkasatgoig 
o3 Jminao: begeergsy Rottestianyo levet? To agsgeb siz OVCl at auzg 
-1T04 mt nohiteoq elds Siler! hoe , level adeL fs Juods 

-ehh to ,ytifestoem Levet? ty ans¢xs add gooldotq~due babds ad? at 

to elivebnoqubal ,ligug berdgtow toq-asnsayqng avliabrved Yo sor sudeds 
ody homes asw boyolqes hodsem su? .beaknwxn eaw ,41lasw meteye Ioodse 
evew gineiotViegs Ink) .qetiastieupo lsoeli guizefess Yo show addtzavid 
azlvnws sit talents bus anasy beainelen of9 to rioss a0 betaftuolas 
evteos2 o4 ammzeya footioe -aidslesw 08 youshes? » acw stsdd dada bewodle 
emaeya anid Lkqug botigiow 19q etundyeq natsebnvol sotgid yfevidator 
moa sxudeegsb ads .revavoll .anme riome A yatLide tose geal Hake 
ene ak bivaewaneng ov ion Hew notsudateRb eda at yaEteeaiea awe | 


a 


single year. The degree of fiscal equalization in the bivariate mode 
was greatest in 1962; and greater for the transitional finance program 
in 1970 and 1971 than for the years 1964 through 1968, when it was 
relatively constant. A lack of correspondence between the results of 
the univariate and bivariate modes of assessing fiscal equalization 
indicated that two different aspects of fiscal equalization were being 
measured. 

The fourth sub-problem was concerned with the extent to which 
school system enrolment, equalized assessment per pupil, supplementary 
requisition rate, operational expenditures per pupil, average teacher 
salary and pupil-teacher ratio accounted for differences in foundation 
payments per weighted pupil to school boards in each of the selected 
years. A multivariate mode of assessing fiscal equalization was used 
whereby the six descriptors were entered as independent variables in a 
stepwise regression analysis with foundation payment per weighted pupil 
as the dependent variable. The results indicated that equalized assess- 
ment per weighted pupil, or the fiscal ability of school districts, was 
not a significant predictor of foundation payments per weighted pupil in 
any year of the study except 1971, when a weak relationship existed. 

The most important factor accounting for differences in foundation pay- 
ment per weighted pupil in 1962 and 1964 was the operational expenditure 
per pupil of school systems. This outcome was attributed to the adjust- 
ment allowance in the the foundation formula from 1962 through 1964 
which enabled some school systems to maintain their 1961 level of per 
pupil expenditure without having recourse to supplementary requisitions. 
In 1966 and 1968, the average salary of teachers appeared as the impor- 


tant factor leading to differences in foundation payment per weighted 
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pupil shouerschod! systems. The teacher grant in the foundation formula, 
where allowances were based on the level of professional preparation, 
was thought to account for the discrepancies in grant payments associa- 
ted with the average teacher salary. Secondary factors, supplementary 
requisition rate in 1962 and 1966, and pupil-teacher ratio in 1964, 
emerged as significant predictors of foundation payment per weighted 
pupil; but the proportion of total variance in the dependent variable 
accounted for in each case was too small to place much confidence in the 
reliability of these predictors. Another outcome of the analysis was 
that school system size, as shown by enrolment, did not appear to be 
related to the level of foundation payment per weighted pupil in any of 


the years selected. 


Implications for School Finance in Alberta 


At the outset, it should be remembered that the present study is 
concerned with fiscal equalization under the Alberta Foundation Program. 
Fiscal equalization need not imply equality of educational opportunity. 
Equalization of education opportunities for students with different 
educational needs could result in instances of fiscal inequality. The 
concept of compensatory education recognizes that relatively more money 
would be spent on the education of children with intellectual, physical 
or social disadvantages. However, fiscal equality may be regarded as a 
first approximation to equality of educational opportunity. A finance 
program designed to achieve the goals of compensatory education must be 
based on a knowledge of the grant distribution required for fiscal 
equalization of school system revenues. 

Equalization of school board revenues to a minimum or foundation 


level was a continuing objective of the Alberta School Foundation 
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Program Plan since its inception in 1961. Up to the present time, 
however, no studies were found in which an attempt was made to measure 
the degree of fiscal equalization achieved through the formula. A major 
contribution of the present study was the application of different 
statistical techniques for assessing fiscal equalization both on a cross- 
sectional and longitudinal basis. The criterion of equality adopted in 
the study was that the foundation payment per weighted pupil should be 
the same for all school boards. Use of this criterion made it possible 
to examine the distribution of foundation payments per weighted pupil in 
selected years from 1962 to 1971, to arrive at indices of the degree of 
equalization for each year, and to make comparisons across years. The 
approach used in this study was particularly relevant for analyzing the 
distribution of foundation grants since the Alberta Government changed 
the method of grant allocation to a per weighted pupil basis in 1973. 
Four techniques were used in the study to examine fiscal equalization. 
The first, which was relatively straightforward, was to examine the 
frequency distribution of foundation payments per weighted pupil in each 
of the selected years. Secondly, in the univariate mode, the variability 
in foundation payments per weighted pupil was compared for each year. 
Thirdly, in the bivariate mode, the fiscal, neutrality of the,grant.dis-— 
tribution in different years was examined. Fourthly, in the multi- 
variate mode, an attempt was made to identify some factors which would 
account for diktomegess in foundation payments per weighted pupil among 
school systems in each of the selected years. Use of these techniques 
could provide the government with information on the performance of the 
Foundation Program with respect to the aim of fiscal equalization and 


would be useful in determining the consequences of various adjustments 
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in the foundation formula in a simulation analysis. Im addition, if the 
cost differentials of different types of educational programs, adult 
education or special classes for handicapped children, were incorporated 
into the Foundation Program on a weighted pupil basis as suggested by 
the Minister's Committee of School Finance (1972), the techniques used 
in this study could still be applied to examine the extent of fiscal 
equalization under the more complex formula that would be required. 
Equalization of the tax burden for school support is fundamental 
to the equitable redistribution of funds under a foundation system of 
school finance. In this study, a significant positive relationship was 
found to exist between equalized property assessments per capita and 
personal income per capita in school districts situated in the non-urban 
census divisions in the Province. The conclusion was that equalization 
of the tax burden among these school districts occurred in 1966 and 1969. 
This conclusion bears a serious implication for school finance in 
Alberta. A recent policy statement indicated the government's intention 
of discontinuing the provincial levy for the School Foundation Program 
Fund. Enactment of the policy could mean that, at least in the rural 
areas, the tax burdens for school support might become less equitable. 
One consequence of such a policy would be to free local tax resources, 
and the government might encounter increased local pressure to raise the 
limits on supplementary requisitions. If increased use of supplementary 
requisitions is granted, basic differences in the fiscal capacities of 
school systems might ensure greater inequality in per pupil expenditures. 
Another finding of the study was a lack of correspondence between 
the results obtained in the univariate and the bivariate analysis. Two 


different aspects of fiscal equalization were being examined. This was 
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exemplified by the relatively large variance in foundation payments per 
weighted pupil in 1962 and the low level of non-neutrality in the 
distribution for the same year. The implication was that differences in 
foundation payments per weighted pupil were not necessarily related to 
the fiscal ability of school districts. Further evidence on this point 
was provided in the multivariate analysis where the equalized assessment 
per pupil of school districts was found to be a poor predictor of 
differences in foundation payment per weighted pupil in each of the 
selected years except 1971. For this reason, differences in the inter- 
pretation of fiscal equalization must be taken into account in examining 
school finance systems, for otherwise conclusions arising from the 


analysis could be both misleading and contradictory. 


This study also bears some implications for the manner in which 
new grant categories are to be added to the foundation formula. The 
multivariate analysis in this study indicated that differences in 
foundation payment per weighted pupil were attributable to the 
adjustment allowance in the foundation formula from 1962 to 1964 which 
was geared to the current expenditure per pupil for school districts in 
1961. On the other hand, the disequalization effect might not be so 
great if the new basis of allocation was an incentive grant similar 
to the teacher category in the 1961-1969 formula. The amount paid in 
a new grant category could be classified according to the level of 
funding required for the recipient program or project and an allowance 
scale could be introduced into the formula to regulate grant disburse- 


ment. Further, if the distribution of supplementary funds under the 
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Foundation Program depends on the ability of some school districts, 
because of a higher level of administrative expertise available to 
them, to win proportionately higher grants than other school districts, 
serious disequalization in foundation payments per weighted pupil to 


school boards could result. 


Suggestions for Research 


One impediment to extended research in school finance within a 
single province is the unavailability of personal income data for school 
systems. The approach used in this study was to group municipal dis- 
tricts by census division in order to match property assessments, income 
and population. No doubt, further work could be done in other provinces 
with this technique. It would be preferable, however, if the data were 
reported by district. Additional questions in the income tax forms 
asking for school system and municipal district numbers would provide 
the necessary data on personal income. 

Two measures of wealth were compared in this study, equalized 
property assessments and personal income. Other criteria should be 
examined also, such as median family income, level of retail sales or 
the market value of property. Consideration of a number of measures 
would give further insight on the concept of school district ability to 
support education. 

A major finding in the present study was the strong relationship 
between equalized assessments and personal disposable income, at least 


outside the five big cities. The conclusion drawn was that equalization 
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of the tax burden for basic school support occurred in the non-urban 
census divisions. But this was a relativistic judgment which assumed 
the superiority of the personal income measure. Another approach would 
be to make an inter-rater reliability study of property valuations set 
by municipal assessors with the view to determining consistency in 
application of the guidelines set down in the assessment handbook. In 
this way, a rigorous test of the quality of equalization could be 
designed. 

The apparent disparity between cities and rural areas in the tax 
burden for basic school support found in this study requires further 
examination. A random sample of city and rural residents could be 
compared on a number of variables related to taxpaying ability in order 
to study the incidence of school taxes. 

This study introduces a number of methods of statistical analysis 
that could find wider application in research on school finance in 
Canada. The coefficient of variation could be used to test for a trend 
towards homogeneity among the provinces on various educational measures. 
Equalization effects of alternative finance programs could be examined 
with the three-way approach, univariate, bivariate and multivariate set 
out in this study. Also, a similar study of the Alberta Foundation 
Program, at a slater date, or of grants-in-aid in ditferent provinces 
might be considered. 

In conclusion, the major purpose of education research is to 
improve the conditions under which learning takes place. The study of 
school finance deals with the allocation of resources for this purpose. 
It is hoped that this examination of the School Foundation Program in 


Alberta makes some contribution to knowledge in that field. 
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APPENDIX A 


SCHOOL DISTRICTS, DIVISIONS AND COUNTIES, 
ALBERTA 1961-1972 


schoolsdivision; Co.= County. S.D.= School district: 


R.C.S.= Roman catholic separate school district; P.S.D.= Protestant 


Consolidated school district. 


These initials denote the most recent designation of school 


NOTE: S.Div.= 
separate school district; C.= 
jurisdiction. 
Number 
Assigned Administrative 
in this Unit 
Study 
10 Berry Creek _.S.Div. 
20 Cardston S.Div. 
30 Medicine Hat S.Div. 
40 Tabepes:. Div. 
50 Lethbridge S.Div. 
60 Acadia S.Div. 
70 Sullivan Lake S.Div. 
80 Peace River S.Div. 
90 Lac Ste Anne S.Div. 
100 Yellowhead (Edson) S.Div. 
110 Rocky Mountain S.Div. 
120 < Neutral Hillis S,Div. 
130 Lamont S.Div. 
140 Minburn (Vegreville) 
S.0iV. 
150 Flagstatt (Killam) S.Div. 
160 Parkland (Stoney Plain) 
SiDiv. 
170 Vermilion River S.Div. 
180 Willow Creek (McLeod) 
SOAs 
190 Pincher Creek S.Div. 


Number 
Assigned 
tietnie 
Study 
200 
210 
220 
230 
240 
250 
260 
270 
280 
290 
300 
310 
320 
330 


340 
350 


360 
370 


380 


Former names are given in brackets. 


Administrative 
Unit 


Drumheller S.Div. 
Wainwright S.Div. 
PIOVOSU. O61 . 
Westlock S.Div. 
Foothills $.Div. 
Calgary S.Div, 
Bonnyville S.Div. 
SD irik Ve Loss e 
Hieh Prairie (s.Div. 
Leduc S.Div. 
Fairview S.Div. 
Lacrbarbiche S.Div. 
Fort Verm lionS.Uiv.. 


East Smokey S.Div. 


Red Deer Valley S.Div. 
three Hills’ S.Div. 


Northland S.Div. 


Grande Prairie Co. 


Vulcan Co. 
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3200 
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APPENDIX A (continued) 


390 
400 
410 
420 
430 
440 
450 
460 
470 
480 
490 
500 
aL0 
520 
530 
540 
550 
560 
a70 
580 
590 
600 
610 
620 
630 
640 
650 
660 
670 
680 
690 
700 
710 
720 
730 


Ponoka Co. 740 
Newell Co. 750 
Warner Co. 760 
Stettler Co. 770 
Pherhiids cor 780 
Forty Mile™Co. 790 
Beaver Co. 800 
Wetaskewin Co. 810 
Barrhead Co. 820 
Athabasca Co. 830 
Smokey Lake Co. 840 
Lacombe Co. 850 
Sturgeon Co. 860 
Wheatland Co. 870 
Mountain View Co. 880 
Castor Co. 881 
Stee oguls Co. 882 
Strathcona Co. 890 
Camrose Co. 900 
TwouHddise Cot 910 
Red Deer Co. 920 
Edmonton S.D. 930 
Calvary SeD. 940 
Lethbridge S.D. 

Medicine Hat S.D. 950 
Red Deer S.D. 

Wetaskewin S.D. 960 
Camrose S.D. 970 
Grande Prairie S.D. 980 
Drumheller S.D. 990 
Calgarysh2C.S. 1000 
Edmonton R.C.S. 

Lethbridge R.C.S. 1010 


Wetaskewin R.C.S. 
Red®Deer R.C.S. 1020 
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MedicineMhabek.C. 5. 
Drumheller R.C.S. 
Grande Prairie R.C.S. 
Camrose R.C.S. 
Thibault-S.D. 

pce wAl bert’ SD. 

High River eo.) 
Coleman S.D. 
ptettler-S.D. 

Brooks S.D. 

Stee Paul sseDe 
Rededaft-s.D. 
Bonnyville S.D. 

Hanna S.D. 

Bowness S.D. 

West Jasper Place S.D. 
Montgomery S.D. 

Devon S.D. 

Lodgepole S.D. 

swan Hille S$.D. 
GlensAvontl. sed: 

Ses ALbDerEP Pes sD. 

St. Martins (Vegreville) 


R.C.S. 


St. Michaels (Pincher 
Greek) «h.C.S. 

Theresetta R.C.S. 

McLennan R.C.S. 

Wainwright R.C.S. 

SE, e0chns*(Yort) R.C.S. 

St. T. More (Fairview) 


Res Greo%6 


Ste. Marie (Spirit 
River) Rec. Ss, 


Rosary (Manning) R.C.S. 
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Appendix A (continued) 


1040 


1050 
1060 
1070 
1080 
1090 
1100 
L110 
1 Ege AG, 
1130 
1140 
iio0 
1160 
1170 
1180 
1190 
1200 


TZ EO 


1229 
1230 
12S k 
1232 
1240 
1241 
1250 
1251 
1260 
12/9 
1280 
1290 
1300 
T3310 
1320 
1330 


Peace River (Immaculate 
Conception) R.C.S. 
Jasper Place h.C.S% 
Labemak Gio. 
High Prairie ReCioa 
Cold? Lake Rh. Gis. 
PLOVOSe ReGen. 
Grande Centre’ R.C.S. 
Beaverlodge R.C.S. 
Bowness R.C.S. 
Coaldale, Ra.Ce S. 
Picture’ Butte RwC.5. 
bow island R.Ccs. 
Valleyview R.C.5S. 
Grimshaw R.C.S. 
Whitecourt R.C.S. 
Ponoka R.C.S. 
Vermilion R.C.S. 
Raymond R.C.S. 
Fort Saskatchewan R.C.5S. 
Cochrane S.D. 
Westlock S.D. 
Drayton Valley S.D. 
Stir ior ol. 
Legal S 2D. 
Turner Valley S.D. 
Pontmain R.C.S. 
St. AublireriGses 
St. Rita WeGwo. 
Killam R.C.s. 
Assumption R.C.S. 
Sexsmith R.C.S. 
Nampa R.C.S. 
Barons C. 
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1480 
1490 
1500 
1510 
tps bh 
1520 
1530 
1540 
1550 
1560 
L570 
1580 


1600 


Soe) 


Great Bend C. 
Forestburg C. 
Forestburg C. 
Galahad C. 
Falher C. 


CErowsnesiseeassmer 


Banff S.D. 

Canmore S.D. 

Lake Louise S.D. 
Exshaw S.D. 
Jaspers. Ds 
Nordegg S.D. 

Atlee S.D. 

Seebe S.D. 
Waterton Park S.D. 
Faraway S.D. 
Grovedale S.D. 
Hays S.D. 

Soe Wsidore 7p 
Burmis Camp S.D. 
Judy Creek S.D. 
Jubilee wD. 

Fort Vermilion R.C.S. 
Clandonaild (ih. Cos. 
St. Bernadette R.C.S. 
st. Laurent R.C.S. 
Breynat R.C.S, 
Egremont R.C.S. 
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